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LETTERS 



Letters may have been 
shortened because of space. 
Some names may have been 
changed 


Only a man 

Poor old Eddie Ford really gets it in the 
neck from Liz Floskings - as far as I can 
see, just for being a man (Letters, May 
27). 

Feminists have a tendency to blame 
men’s insensitivity for all that is wrong 
in the world. True, men do not get preg¬ 
nant, but does that really mean that men 
cannot understand women? And, con¬ 
versely, because women do have babies, 
that they cannot understand men? Are 
we doomed forever to alienated relation¬ 
ships? Or can we by struggling together 
in the present for real equality between 
men and women begin to create a world 
of freedom for all? 

When Liz uses the phrase “real 
choice”, I think she means freedom. The 
choices that Eddie was talking about are 
real choices made under real pressures 
in a world that is far from free. 

But those freedoms that do exist have 
been won through stmggle by the work¬ 
ing class, fighting together against op¬ 
pressions that are faced not only by 
workers, but all humanity. In the case of 
abortion it is of course women who are 
oppressed, but, since Liz mentions it in 
her letter, “their partners” are also af¬ 
fected. 

I agree with Liz that women should 
have the right of control over their own 
bodies. While she is only talking of abor¬ 
tion, I would also include self-mutilation, 
drug addiction and suicide on the list, 
without the weight of the state’s legal 
system falling on their heads. I accept 
also that individuals that are close to you 
have legitimate concerns and have the 
right to act on them (within limits, which 
I will not raise here). 

Abortion law is centrally a question 
of state power being used to control 
women in a way that makes them unequal 
to men. This may have its roots in the 
past and reflect prejudices based on re¬ 
ligion, but it also reflects the needs of the 
central social relationship of capitalism: 
namely, the capitalist workplace - a place 
that will not exist when we have “real 
choice”. 

But it certainly exists now. Childcare 
ties women to the home. Childcare for 
capitalism therefore comes as cheaply as 
they can get it. It is, as a result, not prop¬ 
erly socialised. 

I know I am guilty of looking only at a 
narrow range of material questions and 
not the physical and psychological pain 
caused by forcing women to play a sub¬ 
ordinate role in society. 

But I hope Liz will forgive me: after all 
I’m only a man. 

Phil Kent 
East London 


Male justice 

I seek to draw the left’s attention to the 
tabloids’ appalling sexism towards 
Maxine Carr. It is the same sexism that 
led to Ian Huntley murdering Holly Wells 
and Jessica Chapman. 

Before, during and since Maxine’s trial 
the tabloids have run the filthiest lies 
about Maxine (eg, calling her “Myra 
Hindley mark II”), clearly a conspiracy 
against justice (what Maxine was con¬ 
victed on), but it seems the government 
is too cowardly to prosecute the press 
for contempt. They lied not for love or 
folly, but just to cash in on child murder. 

And now Maxine’s mother is being 
prosecuted for obstructing justice - clear 
victimisation. So she could not prove to 
male courts that Huntley intimidated her 
into lying for him (he denied this), which 
would have fully acquitted her. 

And, had the government prosecuted 
Huntley for sexual assaults (re the 
Bichard report) instead of prosecuting 
Maxine for lying on CVs (who hasn’t 
done that?), the Soham tragedy would 
never have happened. 

Contrast too the tabloids’ vilification 
of Maxine with their support for Louise 
Woodward, convicted of child man¬ 
slaughter (originally murder), unlike 
Maxine! But Louise’s parents were much 
‘nicer’ than Maxine’s. 

Maxine’s treatment highlights sexism 
and classism. A trial judge made sexist 
remarks to her. What is the left doing 
about this? 

Glenn Harfield 
Brighton 

AWL and MAS 

In his ‘Seeing red’ column, Ben Lewis 
criticised what he called “the rather odd 
politics of the AWL, which refused to 
march with the MAB, or engage with 
anything which involved them. ‘March 
separately, strike together’ was the slo¬ 
gan of the time - working with the MAB 
is fine, as long as it involves no abroga¬ 
tion of principle or watering down of 
programme” (‘Rediscover CPGB poli¬ 
tics!’, May 27). 

I think this fundamentally misses the 
point. What the Alliance for Workers’ 
Liberty opposed was not taking part in 
the same demonstration as Muslim As¬ 
sociation of Britain members, but the 
Stop the War Coalition’s decision to co¬ 
sponsor its actions with the MAB. This 
is not nitpicking, but a crucial political 
distinction, as an analogy will make clear. 

I don’t object to demonstrating next 
to supporters of the Tories, Liberal 
Democrats or any other bourgeois or¬ 
ganisation (in fact I want to take the 
opportunity to win them over), but I do 
object to bourgeois politicians like 
Charles Kennedy being put on the plat- 
fonn of demonstrations. As I recall, the 
CPGB was inconsistent on this: it op¬ 


posed the invitation to the Lib Dems, but 
supported the much bigger role played 
by the far more reactionary MAB. 

To co-organise with forces such as the 
MAB necessarily means abrogating our 
principles. Firstly, because doing so is a 
betrayal of secular, democratic and so¬ 
cialist forces in the muslim world and 
muslim communities in Britain. And sec¬ 
ondly, because if the politics of the Stop 
the War Coalition had been more left- 
wing, the MAB would never have be¬ 
come involved; watering down the 
politics was a necessary precondition for 
involving such forces. 

Contra Lewis, the AWL did engage 
with the anti-war movement, despite the 
unholy alliance with the MAB, while 
reserving our right to criticise. The 
CPGB, by contrast, subordinated its prin¬ 
ciples to the realpolitik of the Stop the 
War Coalition. CPGB comrades who are 
interested in continuing this debate 
should come to the AWL’s summer 
school in London on July 3 and 4. 
Sacha Ismail 
AWL 

PJP and Respect 

Nick Rogers’ article is factually wrong 
about Respect’s deal with the People’s 
Justice Party in Birmingham (‘Vote Re¬ 
spect but fight for socialist politics’, June 
3). 

Rogers’ piece reads as though the PJP 
took the initiative in calling for a Respect 
vote in the Euro elections, and then 
when the poor innocents of Respect saw 
that the PJP’s literature was virulently 
anti-gay/lesbian, they recoiled in horror 
and withdrew from the deal. 

Well, if you believe that, you’ll believe 
anything. Respect’s deal with the 
Kashmiri communalists of the PJP was 
not rescinded and the call for a PJP vote 
in the local elections appears on the main 
Respect election leaflet in the West Mid¬ 
lands. I believe it’s also on the Respect 
website. There is no evidence that the 
PJP have changed their views on gay 
rights or that Respect has even at¬ 
tempted to discuss the issue within the 
PJP. It’s just that an embarrassing leaflet 
was spotted by a white lefty outside of 
the tightly-knit milieu it was intended for. 
The leaflet was withdrawn, but not the 
PJP/Respect electoral pact. 

Jim Denham 
Birmingham 

Aslef 

Don’t make me laugh, ‘comrade’ Hooper. 
Martin Samways left to die in the back 
garden of Aslef HQ? (‘Aslef barbecued’, 
June 3). 

The man is indestructible. If alcohol 
has not killed him yet, it is not a drunk¬ 
ards’ punch-up that will do the job. 

Claude Moreira 

email 



Europe: meeting 
the challenge of 
continental unity 


In this book of essays Jack 
Conrad argues against those who 
view the European Union and the 
single currency with trepidation. 
The unity of capitalist Europe is 
our opportunity to unite the 
European working class into a 
single combat party - a 
Communist Party of the EU. An 
important step in that direction 
would be a European Socialist Alliance. 
pp!29, £5 or €8 


Draft programme 
of the CPGB 



In 1981 the Leninists of the 
'official' CPGB announced their 
open, disciplined and principled 
struggle to reforge the 
Communist Party. 

This draft programme 
represents a milestone in this 
defining task. 

Now republished in pamphlet 
form. £1.50 or €2.00 (including 
postage). 


draft 

programme 
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cash 

call 



This week, pledges for the 
Summer Offensive - our 
annual fundraising push - 
crept to just over £19,000. 
Not bad, but still some way 
off our £30k target. And, 
of course, pledging to 
raise such an amount is 
not exactly the same thing 
as doing it. 

No need to hit any panic 
buttons yet, though. This 
week also sees the first in 
a series of e-letters 
asking for support 
whizzing out to thousands 
of readers of the Party 
press on-line, to comrades 
who have given us e- 
details and want to be kept 
informed of activities, and 
supporters who signed up 
via our website. The 
positive response we get 
from these comrades to 
the campaign always 
provides a much-needed 
boost. This year, they will 
find donating even easier - 
so no excuses, please! 

Our website has been 
made considerably more 
SO-friendly than for 
previous Offensives - an 
important change for the 
better, considering the 
numbers who visit (7,764 
last week). There is a 
button for one-off credit 
card donations. Details of 
where to send cheques 
and postal orders are 
prominent on the site. And 

- a very important addition 

- comrades can now 
download standing order 
forms. 

These are an absolutely 
vital source of income for 
the Party, as their 
regularity allows us to 
plan our expenditure 
more precisely, anticipate 
shortfalls and take action 
to counter them. We urge 
comrades to seriously 
consider making a 
regular contribution to 
Party coffers via a 
standing order (if you 
experience technical 
difficulties on our site, 
just send us your postal 
details and we’ll get a 
form off to you). 

Our running total this 
week is a shade under 
£1,500. With comrades 
just starting to get into 
the swing of this year’s 
SO, the pace should pick 
up noticeably over the next 
week or so. Do your bit to 
make sure it does and 
send a donation in today! 

Mark Fischer 
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ASLEF 


March on 


ACTION 


Arkwright 

Road 



Sean Brady supporters confront officials 


J une 7 was due have been the first 
day of Aslef’s postponed AAD 
(annual assembly of delegates). But 
in the conditions of a civil war which is 
ripping the union apart it was postponed 
by the leftwing executive amid much 
press and media publicity - the EC now 
states it will be held in September. Last 
week, the Blairite general secretary, 
Shaun Brady, and his assistant, Mick 
Blackburn, were suspended from office 
following the now infamous barbecue 
fight with left president Martin Samways 
(who was also suspended). 

Since their suspension Brady and 
Blackburn have been busy trying to 
build a movement of Aslef members in 
order to ‘reclaim’ the union - for them¬ 
selves and their supporters. Hence the 
little gathering at the Three Horseshoes 
- a pub much frequented by Aslef offi¬ 
cials - in Hampstead on June 7. The in¬ 
tention was to assemble at least the 
official AAD quorum of 46 delegates and 
convene the conference. They were 
then going to move resolutions to sack 
the EC and reinstate themselves. Next 
they would march the few hundred yards 
down to Aslef’s Arkwright Road head¬ 
quarters and demand entry as the legiti¬ 
mate leaders. 

According to the ‘True Aslef’ web¬ 
site, run by Brady supporters, 75 mem¬ 
bers turned out, 27 of them AAD 
delegates, but in reality there were rather 
less present. After some drinking, some 
speeches and a rallying cry from brother 
Brady, they marched on Arkwright Road. 
However, only about 20 took part, and 
they were greatly outnumbered by me¬ 
dia people. 

On arrival they found, rather predict¬ 
ably, the gates locked and the shutters 
down. They were left to shout at the 
building and fume to the TV cameras, 
before acting general secretary Keith 
Norman eventually came out. A petition 
was handed over and that was that. 

We were probably witnessing the last 
throw of the dice by Brady and his sup¬ 
porters. The poor turnout and failure to 
convene an alternative AAD has left the 
EC strengthened. The report from the 
TUC inquiry into the barbecue scrap is 
due any time this week. It is widely ex¬ 
pected that the EC will then charge the 
participants, which will lead to their dis¬ 
missal from office and maybe the union 
itself. It is also expected that the action 
will then move to the courts, as Brady 
and co challenge the EC. 


Mick Blackburn himself did not attend 
the Horseshoes meeting. He is claiming 
that he was just the ref at the big fight 
and therefore innocent. Blackburn is 
seen by many as the power behind the 
throne and reportedly manipulating 
events with a view to replacing Brady, 
widely regarded as out of his depth. 

Those at the Horseshoes were a mixed 
bunch. Most were from Aslef district 
Nol, covering the southern train com¬ 
panies, including South West Trains, 
Brady’s old employer. There was also a 
group around Steve Trumm from Cam¬ 
bridge, the ‘True Aslef’ webmaster. 

There were, however, a few others mo¬ 
bilised by Clive Jones of Port Talbot, who 
is a trustee. Clive has always stood on 
the left of the union and was a vocifer¬ 
ous critic of Lew Adams, a previous right- 
wing general secretary. They are 
supporters of Blackburn. Why they have 
aligned themselves with the right is not 
clear, but, whatever the reason, this 
strange alliance has come into being in 
the absence of any left-led rank and file 
organisation in the union. 


Meanwhile, there are various rumours 
circulating about the contents of the re¬ 
port into the union’s internal affairs, 
which, I understand, will make some very 
strong allegations. 

Neither the right nor the left reformists 
- supporters of the previous general sec¬ 
retary, Mick Rix, who was ousted by 
Brady last year - will be shown in the best 
of lights. It is thought that the real rea¬ 
son for the suspension of the annual 
conference is not the brawl and suspen¬ 
sion of officers, but concern about some 
rather more serious goings-on. 

There can be no question of brush¬ 
ing such matters under the carpet. If 
such rumours turn out to be true and the 
allegations are proven, the response 
from the membership must be a determi¬ 
nation to hold their representatives fully 
accountable. 

All elected officers must be subject to 
immediate recall and, as an unbeatable 
measure against careerism and ladder 
climbing, they should be paid only the 
average wage of Aslef members • 

Dean Hooper 


Join the Respect Unity Coalition 


Complete this slip and send it to: 

Respect - The Unity Coalition 
Winchester House 
259-269 Old Marylebone House 
London NW1 5RA 

Include a cheque for a minimum of £10, 
or more if you wish to make a donation, 
payable to Unity Political Fund. 


O I wish to join the Respect Unity Coalition 

Name__ 

Address_ 


Town/city_ 

Postcode Phone 

Email_ 


n 


j 


London Communist Forum 

Sunday June 13, 5pm - ‘The First International and the Paris Commune’, using 
August Nimtz’s Marx and Engels - their contribution to the democratic break¬ 
through as a study guide. 

Sunday June 20, 5pm - ‘The gaps in Marx’, using Istvan Meszaros’s The power 
of ideology as a study guide. 

Diorama Arts Centre, 34 Osnaburgh Street, London NW1 (nearest tubes: Re¬ 
gents Park, Great Portland Street). 

Colombia Solidarity Campaign 

Day school plus AGM: Saturday June 12,10am to 5.30pm, Pullens Centre, 184 
Crampton Street, Walworth, London SE17 (nearest tube: Elephant and Castle). 
Registration: £3 unwaged, £5 waged. 

Social: Saturday June 12, 7pm, West London Trade Union Club, 33-35 Acton 
High Street, London W3 (nearest stations: Acton Central Silverlink; Acton 
Town tube). Entrance: £5, including food, music and speakers. 

Lewisham Social Forum 

Founding meeting, Saturday June 19, 2pm, Irish Community Centre, Catford, 
London SE6. 

020 8695 0355; Lewisham_social_fomm@yahoo.co.uk 

Labour Representation Committee 

Founding conference, Saturday July 3, 9am to 4pm, TUC Congress House. 
LRC, PO Box 44178, London SW6 4DX; 020 7736 6297. 

RDG 

To contact the Revolutionary Democratic Group, email rdgroup@yahoo.com 

CPGB wills 

Remember the CPGB and keep the struggle going. Put our Party’s name and 
address, together with the amount you wish to leave, in your will. If you need 
further help, do not hesitate to contact us. 



communist university 

WALES Cardiff, June 26-27 

The CPGB’s annual weekend school, June 26-27 2004 

Sandringham HoteL, 21 St Mary Street, Cardiff CF10 (five minutes walk 
from Cardiff Central station) 

Waged: £10 for weekend, £3 per session 

Unwaged and low paid: donation 

CU Wales explores some of the key political challenges facing socialists 
and communists. Our school consciously sets out to highlight what cur¬ 
rently divides us, not to present bland, uncontroversial ‘sermons’ that pre¬ 
tend we are all united. We offer platforms to comrades from other political 
trends with very different views from those of the CPGB. This is also why 
we stage open debates around questions that have caused differences 
within our own ranks. It is only through the clash of ideas that people learn 
- both the audience and the speakers. 

Join us this year. Make your contribution to the political clarification needed 
to reorientate revolutionaries in today’s world. 

Saturday June 26 

10.30am: Iraq and imperialism. Speaker: Worker-communist Party of Iraq. 
What should be the attitude of the workers’ movement in this country to 
British forces of occupation - should we call for troops out now, or demand 
that imperialism clears up its mess before withdrawing? 

1-2pm: Lunch 

2pm: Respect - what are the lessons? Speakers: Ian Donovan and Cameron 
Richards, CPGB. 

A minority of comrades in the ranks of the Communist Party opposed our 
decision to votes for Respect candidates unconditionally in the June 10 
elections. They were accused of ultra-leftism and sectarianism by the ma¬ 
jority comrades. In this session, we revisit the arguments and try to draw 
some lessons. 

4.154.30pm: Break 

4.30pm: European Social Forum - problems and perspectives. Speaker: 
Tina Becker, CPGB. 

The ESF emerged from the World Social Forum meeting in Porto Alegre, 
Brazil in 2001. Its first two massive gatherings in Florence (2002) and Paris 
(2003) brought together tens of thousands of activists from across Europe 
and beyond. In October 2004, it is coming to London. The ESF has high¬ 
lighted many of the old problems of the left - but also points the way for¬ 
ward to European-wide working class political unity. 

SundayJune27 

10.45am: The politics of the Welsh language. Speaker: Alun Cox, national 
executive, Plaid Cymru. 

The Welsh language has undergone a modest revival in recent times, in 
stark contrast to other minority languages both in the UK and across the 
world. How and why has this happened? Is Welsh a dead language, or one 
with a future? What should be our attitude to language and national culture 
in general? 

1-2pm: Lunch 

2pm: Federal republic or independence? Speakers: Leanne Wood (AM, 
Plaid Cymru, South Wales Central); Bob Davies (CPGB). 

Should Wales go it alone? Would socialism be easier to achieve if we broke 
our links with the rest of the UK? The ideas of ‘socialist nationalism’ have 
grown in Wales and Scotland - but do they offer a progressive way forward 
or a reactionary dead end? 
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REAGAN DEATH 


Ken Livingstone - 
http:// 

ken4london.org.uk 

Not so red 


I t seems nearly everyone on the left wants to be associated with Ken Liv¬ 
ingstone. In 2000, the now defunct London Socialist Alliance attempted 
to ride his coat-tails by producing a number of ‘vote Ken, vote LSA’ leaf¬ 
lets. Four years on, things are ever so slightly different. Now Livingstone has 
been accepted back into Labour (under his terms, it must be added), the Re¬ 
spect powers-that-be have been forced to modify this previous stance. Hav¬ 
ing decided it was opportune to stand Lindsey German against him, Respect 
has called on voters to give their second preferences to Ken. I wonder whether 
this is in deference to his ‘lefty celebrity’ status or part of a Socialist Workers 
Party attempt to keep him and his Socialist Action toadies sweet in the run-up 
to the European Social Forum. Chances are it will be a bit of both. 

Website-wise, the light blues, purples and occasional splash of red of his 
‘Ken41ondon’ campaign is quite fitting, considering the broad political ap¬ 
peal our not-so-red friend has. Coincidentally, the colour scheme is far removed 
from the usual reds and whites one would associate with New Labour. Actu¬ 
ally, viewers have to actively search out a mention of Labour on the home 
page (Livingstone’s welcome message has him signing off as the “Labour 
candidate for mayor”, and right at the foot of the page we have the party logo). 

The first item in the ‘Latest news’ section when I logged on was “Norris 
‘Tory wolf hiding in sheep’s clothing,’ says Livingstone”. Using the occa¬ 
sion of visiting Enfield to sing the praises of the ‘Safer Neighbourhoods’ 
policing scheme, Livingstone attempts to reap some populist capital. He at¬ 
tacks the Tory candidate, Steven “Call me Steve” Norris, for a cuts and priva¬ 
tising agenda that could lead to a reduction of police across London, and 
therefore a rise in crime. While this may be the case, the purpose of the release 
is geared toward creating the aforementioned wolfish sound bite, as opposed 
to a substantive criticism of Norris’s politics. 

The second item deals with the praise being showered on Livingstone 
from the bourgeois house journal, The Economist. Supporting the flagship 
congestion charge, it criticises Norris for not backing this “market-based 
policy”. Likewise, former Tory MP Matthew Paris of The Times puts the boot 
in by criticising Norris “for reaching the hilarious conclusion that he could 
both be a candidate for mayor and the chairman of Jarvis”. Given Livingstone’s 
left credentials, he ought to be more choosy about the company he keeps, 
lest this be another case of ‘By their friends ... ’ 

Continuing the Norris-bashing, a further release responds to “Steve’s” at¬ 
tempt to board the anti-war bandwagon. Reporting on hustings organised by 
the Muslim Council of Britain, Livingstone is quoted as saying that Norris 
has repeatedly avoided all kinds of anti-war activity, including the CND-or- 
ganised ‘peace hustings’. “Steve Norris takes a purely verbal position to try 
to prevent losing votes and divert attention from his Conservative policies of 
cuts and squalor,” concludes Ken. 

The ‘Policies’ section is divided into ‘Four years of delivering for London’ 
(a run-down of Livingstone’s sub-reformist achievements) and the manifesto 
proper, ‘The next four years’. Looking at the ever-thomy topic of transport, it 
discusses how the congestion charge, combined with cheaper and more re¬ 
liable buses, have helped reduce traffic volume, upped average speed and 
cut road accidents. More investment in bus security, stable fares and pollu¬ 
tion reduction are the cornerstones of Livingstone’s transport policy. The 
other key issue is the tube. He offers more investment, the construction of 
new lines and a tough enforcement of contracts. 

The ‘Extending opportunity’ and ‘A city to enjoy’ sections are quite inter¬ 
esting, if only for showing up the populist ideology underpinning Living¬ 
stone’s project. These truly are an exercise in bourgeois localism writ-large - 
the addressees are the catch-all ‘Londoners’, with the environs of the city 
being the limits of the political horizon. Despite the many criticisms one can 
make of Respect’s superficial mayoral manifesto, at least it does not treat 
London as some kind of autonomous zone with no relation to the wider body 
politic. 

The links page offers a number of media and local government-type links. 
Other mayor candidates are linked too, including the Greens and the Christian 
People’s Alliance (!). Could Livingstone be thinking of resurrecting a commit¬ 
ment to rainbow coalition-style politics? The ‘About Ken’ page is quite a dull 
biography listing the various political posts he has held, but I was surprised 
not to see any mention of what he regards to be his achievements as head of 
the Greater London Council. Come now, Ken - it is not like you to be so coy • 

Phil Hamilton 



Reassertion 

imperialism’s 



I suppose I have something of a per¬ 
sonal grudge against the 40th presi¬ 
dent of the United States: he had me 
beaten up at school on September 1 
1983. 

That was the day that Soviet Migs 
shot down Korean Air Lines flight 007 
in Soviet airspace, killing the 269 people 
on board. It will be of little surprise to 
many that I was a fairly political 14-year- 
old. I turned up at school confident in 
my knowledge that KAL007 must have 
been used as a spy plane. I knew this 
intuitively without having any party 
briefing or reading my weekly copy of 
Moscow News. Of course, I didn’t keep 
this knowledge to myself. I told every¬ 
one at school; which is how I ended up 
getting a beating. I blame Reagan. I must 
say, I raised a glass on news of his death. 

Certainly in the US, but even in the 
UK, the death of Ronald Reagan over¬ 
shadowed the commemoration of D- 


Day 60 years on. There is something of 
a symmetry here. D-Day, it is claimed, 
was all about the US and UK drive to lib¬ 
erate Europe from Nazism and secure 
democracy. Reagan in his turn is cred¬ 
ited by the establishment with having 
finished off the job by defeating that 
other scourge, communism. 

From 1945 to 1989, US power was con¬ 
tested by the ‘Soviet threat’. That threat 
reached its zenith in the 1970s: US diplo¬ 
mats escaped Vietnam by helicopter in 
1972 and three years later North Vietnam¬ 
ese tanks crashed through the gates of 
the Saigon presidential palace. Reagan 
symbolised the re-emergence of confi¬ 
dent American imperial power in the af¬ 
termath of the Vietnam war. His 
presidency spanned from the 1979 hos¬ 
tage crisis in Iran to the end of the So¬ 
viet bloc. His administration oversaw the 
US ruling class coming to terms with the 
end of the long boom and the beginning 


of the restructuring of capital in both the 
domestic and international spheres. For 
that reason the Reagan era was of stra¬ 
tegic importance for US ruling circles. 

Almost all the obituaries I have seen 
credit Reagan with ending the cold war 
and bringing about the collapse of the 
Soviet Union. This only displays the 
ignorance of what passes for journalism 
in this country. No doubt Reagan’s bel¬ 
ligerence towards the “evil empire” gave 
the USSR a shove, but its collapse re¬ 
sulted from its internal laws and dynam¬ 
ics. A freak society bom from the defeat 
of the Russian Revolution at the end of 
the 1920s, the USSR was not a mode of 
extended reproduction: it could not carry 
out a continuous revolution in produc¬ 
tivity and technique within existing fac¬ 
tories, plant and economic units. Once 
its reserves, crucially of people, were 
exhausted, the end was in no doubt. It 
was only a matter of timing. 
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of US 
power 


In the 

interests of 
freedom 

Niall Ferguson American colossus Saturday June 5, Channel 4 



Bearer of democracy? 


Yet the left has so far not learnt the les¬ 
sons of the USSR either. Stalinites of the 
new stripe merely bemoan a lack of de¬ 
mocracy in the Soviet Union, but, sound¬ 
ing more and more like pale Trotskyites, 
reckon the ‘socialist’ economic ‘base’ 
was fine. Trotskyists also cling to the 
fantasy that the USSR was some sort of 
workers’ state and the Cliffites of the So¬ 
cialist Workers Party merely think that 
the USSR stepped sideways - from state 
capitalism to global capitalism - and 
therefore completely underrate the po¬ 
litical and social significance of its de¬ 
mise. In fact the collapse of the Soviet 
Union triggered a period of reaction of a 
special type and left the US as the sole 
superpower - a position is has exploited 
to the full, not least by unleashing the 
‘war on terrorism’ and the invasions of 
Afghanistan and Iraq. No wonder 
George W Bush says he is indebted to 
Reagan. 

One of the main victims of Reagan’s 
administration was, of course, the Ameri¬ 
can working class itself. While the US 
ruling circles had no need to deliver a 
strategic defeat against organised la¬ 
bour, as the British ruling class did 
through the miners’ Great Strike of1984- 
85, still Reagan had to show who was 
boss. The readjustment of imperial pri¬ 
orities demanded turning the screw on 
the working class. This was most dra¬ 
matically seen in Reagan’s handling of 
the air traffic controllers’ strike in 1982, 
when 11,000 airport workers walked off 
the job. Reagan sacked the lot and rode 
out the strike. 

Reaganomics, as it became known, 
was an experiment in supply-side eco¬ 
nomics: cut taxes, cut welfare, cut budg¬ 
ets, cut spending and eventually more 
money will flow into government coffers. 
In his first budget Reagan set himself the 
goal of balancing the books and reduc¬ 
ing national debt to zero. Instead it blew 
out of control. Unemployment hit 10% 
in 1982 and he actually had to increase 
taxes at the end of his first term. 

Put simply, what Reaganomics actu¬ 
ally meant was a redistribution of wealth 
from the poor to the rich in order to pay 
for the end of the long boom and to re¬ 
arm the United States. Ostensibly this 
was for the fight against the USSR, but 
in reality it was to bolster the US posi¬ 
tion as a World War Ill-winning super¬ 
power. Reagan was richly rewarded in 
terms of donations to his 1984 re-elec¬ 
tion campaign fund from the American 
military-industrial complex. 

His second term was overshadowed 
by the Iran-Contra scandal. Reagan and 
his administration traded arms for hos¬ 
tages in Iran and passed on the profits 
of illegal arms sales to the brutal anti¬ 
communist death squads in Nicaragua. 
The fact that Reagan avoided impeach¬ 
ment shows what a political operator he 
was and how the bulk of the US ruling 
class were behind him. Yet this period 
saw his credibility slip. Only 14% of 
those who watched his broadcast ex¬ 
plaining ‘Irangate’ believed his version 
of events. 

For all the hoo-ha about Reagan’s 
belief in ‘small government’, his admin¬ 
istration saw the continuation of the 
Carter interventionist approach. This is 
a chief fallacy of the neoliberals - their 
policies actually mean increased inter¬ 
ference and intervention in both the 
economy and society as a whole, giv¬ 
ing free rein to the corporations at the 
expense of the working class. Only the 


working class, organised around a com¬ 
munist programme, can truly fight for 
‘small government’: ie, the abolition of 
the state altogether. 

The final stage of Reagan’s presi¬ 
dency saw massive military spending. 
The Strategic Defence Initiative, or Star 
Wars, became a shibboleth for Reagan, 
the believer in Armageddon. As 
Gorbymania took over the west, 
Reagan’s summits with the Soviet presi¬ 
dent were a sideshow to the main event 

- the continuing disintegration of the 
Soviet economy and the impending col¬ 
lapse of the USSR. Mikhail Gorbachev 
was preparing the way for a ‘transition’ 
to a market economy and trying to find a 
pathway for the Soviet bureaucracy to 
emerge as a nascent capitalist class. 

Although his twin policies of 
perestroika (reconstruction) and 
glasnost (openness) did not save the 
Soviet Union, they did, however, open 
the door to Boris Yeltsin and all the little 
Yeltsins, as the USSR broke up into its 
15 constituent parts. In Russia Yeltsin 
unleashed his disastrous so-called 500- 
day transition to capitalism. As a result 
industrial production plummeted by a 
half, poverty returned with a vengeance, 
but out of the wreckage there emerged 
the so-called oligarchs - lesser bureau¬ 
crats and managers turned robber-capi¬ 
talists. 

This period confirmed the United 
States beyond doubt as number one in 
the imperial pecking order and was ac¬ 
companied by the collapse of the USSR. 
While the US debt was still a problem in 
the 1980s and early 1990s, it is quite 
handy being top of the tree. Clinton car¬ 
ried on with much of the economic re- 
fonns laid out by Reagan, but he also 
rearticulated US foreign policy with the 
aid of global institutions, as the world 
readjusted to the ‘new world order’ un¬ 
der a single superpower. 

Being in charge of the world’s master 
currency allows you to export crisis - 
since Reagan, the US dollar has been de¬ 
valued, effectively devaluing the na¬ 
tional debt too and making US industry 
and exports more competitive on the 
world market. In addition, the sheer scale 
of US power enables it to engage in trade 
wars and, ultimately, military adventures 
to bring its rivals to heel, at the same time 
using the military-industrial complex as 
a means of combating the overproduc¬ 
tion of capital. 

The unilateralist invasion of Iraq did 
present a certain break with the Reagan- 
Clinton years. It was hyperpower arro¬ 
gance that led the US to believe all that 
it needed were ‘coalitions of the willing’. 
The efforts put into getting this week’s 
unanimous vote of the United Nations 
security council - giving credence to the 
lie that Iraqi sovereignty will be restored 
at the end of this month - shows that the 
US cannot operate its hegemony with¬ 
out the use of global institutions. 

The neocons around Bush junior 
were boasting only a year ago of being 
able to fight in four or five Iraqs simulta¬ 
neously. Now, not even Richard Perle or 
any of the Project for a New American 
Century acolytes would suggest invad¬ 
ing Cuba, North Korea, Syria or Iran, 
while Iraq seethes with rebellion and dis¬ 
content. 

Nevertheless, for all that, Iraq also rep¬ 
resents a continuation of the Reagan era 

- the reassertion of US imperialist arro¬ 
gance in the post-Soviet world • 

Marcus Strom 


I can only hope that not too many peo¬ 
ple wasted a whole two hours watch¬ 
ing this programme: its political state¬ 
ment was based on that worst of all ‘con¬ 
troversial’ viewpoints - an attack on the 
US government from the right. 

This was, of course, not any kind of 
anti-Americanism, but instead an at¬ 
tempt to justify the idea that the various 
administrations of the last century had 
failed to perfonn their supposed duty to 
follow in the footsteps of the British 
empire, which is so strongly promoted 
in a rather pathetic book (titled simply 
Colossus), written by ‘historian’ Niall 
Ferguson, the programme’s presenter. 
And no, he is not concerned with the 
vicious brutality of British colonialism - 
he informs us how much better Africans 
feel now that they can speak English. 

However, he takes this ‘theory’ to bi¬ 
zarre conclusions - we are told that it 
would have been worthwhile to launch 
nuclear strikes on the Chinese in 1953 so 
that they could enjoy the fruits of liberal 
democracy. 

For someone who has apparently 
made a career out of lecturing on current 
affairs, Ferguson is remarkably naive. For 
this programme was unadulterated na¬ 
tionalism with an absurd unwillingness 
to stare facts in the face: his theory on 
the US collapsing in 10 years under the 
strain of its ageing population was tin- 
pot economics, since he seemingly had 
no idea that this result of the ‘baby boom’ 
will affect the EU much more seriously. 
Of course, the suggestion that the US 
does not generate enough wealth to care 
for its elderly citizens is another absurd¬ 


ity - whether it is willing to do so is a dif¬ 
ferent question. 

The notion that imperialism is anything 
other than “a force for good” just did not 
feature in Ferguson’s remit. He was re¬ 
markably unaware of imperialism’s 
raison d'etre, while he obviously thinks 
himself incredibly brave to refer to the US 
as an empire, the idea that the purpose 
of such an empire is to spread democ¬ 
racy around the world is rather lacking 
for a ‘historian’. After all, given that the 
countries the US has bombed since 
World War II have not tended to become 
democracies afterwards, he could only 
offer Japan and Germany as examples of 
where the Americans had made a differ¬ 
ence in this regard - Ferguson went on 
to blame the US for following these ex¬ 
amples in too few cases. 

However, the learned professor did 
have an alternative reason why countries 
such as Vietnam, Libya, Iraq and North 
Korea have not become democracies, 
which was that too little force had been 
employed to impose it. Adopting very 
much the approach of army generals who 
use phrases such as ‘We had to destroy 
the village in order to save it’ and ‘Better 
dead than unfree’, he clearly felt that 
gung-ho nuclear attacks on cities were 
the way to go as regards liberation. 

However, rather like British troops 
shooting down spear-wielding indig¬ 
enous warriors with repeater rifles (also 
not the focus of his book), I do not ex¬ 
actly think that this would have been too 
effective in achieving liberation, except 
perhaps in ‘saving people from the Cul¬ 
tural Revolution’ - by killing them off 


before it started. 

However, perhaps the most laughable 
aspect of this fundamentally flawed pro¬ 
gramme was the fact that he had such a 
perverse view on what his profession 
actually stands for. While he contrasted 
the myths of US history with the reality, 
he clearly does not feel that the same 
exercise is appropriate when it comes to 
the British empire, since it passed his test 
of introducing civilisation to barbaric for¬ 
eigners. 

The programme’s central agenda was 
such an inane affirmation of the chau¬ 
vinist idea that certain nations have a 
manifest destiny to bring order to the 
rest of the world, that it refused to see 
that freedom is actually possible where 
US power does not rule the roost. In¬ 
deed, it is impossible for freedom to ex¬ 
ist in any genuine sense under either 
colonial or neo-colonial mle. 

Nevertheless, one of the most inter¬ 
esting parts of the programme was when 
Ferguson vented his criticism of anti- 
Vietnam war sentiment across the world. 
I thought how lucky I was to have such 
a man explain that my view of the con¬ 
flict had been shaped by what was an 
example of “the winners writing history”: 
I had never realised before that the Viet¬ 
namese government was beaming 
propaganda into my television set. 

Thank god that the likes of Niall Fer¬ 
guson are able to offer us such an ob¬ 
jective account of how the brave US and 
UK patriots have fought to suppress 
national self-determination everywhere 
in the interests of freedom • 

John Davidson 
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RESPECT 

Big bomb or damp squib? 



John Rees: stands workers’ rights but 
not worthy of workers’ votes? 


A discussion took place in the So¬ 
cialist Alliance Democracy Plat¬ 
form earlier this year over what 
name we should register in order to stand 
unofficial SA candidates on June 10. 

Among the names proposed was ‘Re¬ 
publican Socialist Alliance’. This 
brought a hostile response from some 
comrades. One put the case against most 
clearly, saying: “The word I want in is 
‘socialist’, because I’m one, and my can¬ 
didate is one. The word I want out is 
‘republican’”. The comrade went on to 
explain that, although he was republican, 
“I think it is too provocative in the cur¬ 
rent climate. Large sections of the pub¬ 
lic support the monarchy, and it is not 
the right time to trumpet its abolition, as 
such a word would virtually oblige us to 
do.” 

The comrade was correct in explain¬ 
ing the implication of using the term ‘re¬ 
publican socialist’. Using the ‘R’ word 
“would virtually oblige us” to make a 
serious commitment to the abolition of 
the constitutional monarchy. Equally, 
avoiding the word is about steering clear 
of any such ‘provocation’. When the 
Socialist Workers Party opposed the 
proposal that the ‘R’ in Respect should 
stand for republicanism, it was playing 
the same game. When Respect voted 
not to include democratic and republi¬ 
can demands in its programme, it defined 
its political location as the left wing of 
the constitutional monarchy. 

Calling for a vote for republican social¬ 
ism means supporting organisations 
whose programmes include the demand 
for a republic and the aim of socialism. 
On this criterion Respect would not get 
our votes, because, even though it car¬ 
ries a vague promise of socialism, it has 
no republican-democratic demands. 

We would vote for the Socialist Alli¬ 
ance (DP), the Alliance for Green Social¬ 
ism and the Socialist Party. We should 
have been prepared to ask individual 
candidates such as Loma Reid (Inde¬ 
pendent Working Class Association) 
and Respect candidates about their 
views on republicanism and socialism. 

The failure of the Respect programme 
to address the question of democracy 
was not a minor matter. It is fundamental 
to any genuine socialist project. Unless 
and until the left grasps the centrality of 
republican democracy to the liberation 
of the working class, we will make no sig¬ 
nificant political progress. We will remain 
trapped in a constitutional prison which 
artificially restricts our political choice. 
This is not to deny the importance of 
‘bread and butter’ issues. 

We now face a growing and serious 
crisis of democracy. Far too much power 
is concentrated in the hands of the ex¬ 
ecutive - the elected dictatorship. Over 
the last 20 years there has been an in¬ 
creasing centralisation of state power 
which has grown alongside the privati¬ 
sation of corporate power. There is now 
a real alienation of ordinary people from 
the political process. A feeling that gov¬ 
ernment is dishonest, manipulative and 
corrupt is widespread. 

In 1992 there was a 75% turnout in the 
general election. By 2001 this had fallen 
to 57% and more than seven million peo¬ 
ple no longer voted. Alongside all this 
has been the growth of the fascist BNP. 
They averaged 17% of the vote in the 
seats they contested in the previous lo¬ 
cal government elections, giving them 
16 councillors across Britain. On June 10 
they were hoping for the biggest elec¬ 
toral assault ever mounted by the far 
right in this country. The growth of the 
BNP is a cmde measure of the extent to 
which parliamentary democracy is in 
trouble. 

The war against Iraq did not cause the 


crisis. But it served to bring the problem 
to the attention of millions. It proved that 
parliament was a useless talking shop. 
The parliamentary game was simply an 
opportunity for the executive, hand in 
glove with US imperialism, to present its 
criminal activities in the best possible 
‘democratic’ fight. The pretext for seiz¬ 
ing control of Iraq’s oil and supporting 
Israel was the fairy story about weapons 
of mass destruction only 45 minutes 
away. 

Parliament proved incapable of expos¬ 
ing the lies and deception. It allowed the 
government to set up its own inquiry - 
appointing Hutton and fixing the terms 
of reference. The Hutton inquiry pro¬ 
vided more evidence of lies, half-truths 
and buck-passing at the heart of gov¬ 
ernment. Neither Blair nor any of his min¬ 
isters were found guilty of misleading the 
public. The Hutton whitewash showed 
how a powerful executive is able to use 
judicial inquiries as a means of self-pres¬ 
ervation. It was a job that parliament 
should have done independently. 

Respect was not set up to expose the 
real nature of the bureaucratic-monar¬ 
chist state or mobilise working people in 
the fight for democratic change. It was 
simply seeking to collect anti-war votes 
and blow Blair out of the water. Could 
Respect ‘terrorise’ Tony Blair by mobi¬ 
lising the votes of muslims? Getting 
votes is the be-all and end-all of this strat¬ 
egy. This is why the programme of Re¬ 
spect was not seen as important. 
Respect had one aim and one aim alone: 
to use the muslim vote to ‘blow up’ Blair 
and hope that the explosion would 
stimulate the working class. Ken Living¬ 
stone successfully deployed the same 
tactics and is now back inside New La¬ 
bour. 

Marxism rejects this method, which 
has more in common with terrorism. In 
What is to be done? Lenin makes a con¬ 
nection between the methods of econo- 
mism and terrorism. Subservience to 
spontaneity is their common root. They 
“bow to different poles of spontaneity: 
the economists bow to the spontaneity 
of the “labour movement pure and sim¬ 
ple”, while the terrorists bow to the spon¬ 
taneity of the “passionate indignation of 
the intellectuals” (VI Lenin Selected 
works Vol 1, pi 49). 

The revolutionary socialist Svoboda 
group advocated terrorist methods in 
Russia in 1903. Their rationale stressed 
terrorism’s “excitative significance”. It 
was seen as a means of “exciting” the 
working class movement and of giving 
it a “strong impetus” (ibid pl51). Hence 
calls for terror and calls to lend the eco¬ 
nomic struggle itself a political charac¬ 


ter are merely two different forms 
of evading the most pressing re¬ 
sponsibilities: namely political 
agitation and political struggle. 
“One group goes in search of ar¬ 
tificial ‘excitants’ and the other 
talks of ‘concrete demands’” 
(pl 52). 

The Marxist method is com¬ 
pletely different. Lenin attacks 
the economists and terrorists for 
their failure to understand that 
the working class is the “van¬ 
guard fighter for democracy”. 
Communists are obliged “to ex¬ 
pound and emphasise general 
democratic tasks before the 
whole people, without for a mo¬ 
ment concealing our socialist 
convictions. He is no social 
democrat [communist] who for¬ 
gets in practice his obligations to 
be ahead of all in raising, accen¬ 
tuating and solving every gen¬ 
eral democratic question” (p 156). 
Lenin’s emphasis is on politi¬ 
cal agitation, raising democratic con¬ 
sciousness and the organisation of the 
working class. This is not treating work¬ 
ers like stupid people, who need to be 
woken up by bombs, stunts and the 
drama and excitement of spectacular 
events. It was timely for the Red Platform 
of the CPGB to quote Lenin’s Leftwing 
communism on the purpose of electoral 
work ( Weekly Worker June 3). Lenin says 
that communists “should not at all strive 
to get seats in parliament, but every¬ 
where get people to think, and draw the 
masses into struggle”. 

This brings us back to the question 
of the revolutionary programme. In the 
current period this is the minimum (or, as 
some prefer, ‘transitional’) republican- 
democratic programme. This is the bot¬ 
tom fine for Marxists. It is a brake on 
opportunism. It is an anchor against the 
pull of spontaneity. It puts ‘clear blue 
water’ between ourselves and the left 
wing of the constitutional monarchy. By 
giving unconditional support for Re¬ 
spect, the CPGB have weakened them¬ 
selves. They have abandoned their own 
republican programme in exchange for 
the opportunity to bask in the reflected 
glory of Galloway and his gunpowder 
plotters. 

We need to understand the democratic 
experience of the working class move¬ 
ment over the last 20 years, shaped by 
the defeat of the miners in 1984-85 and 
the shift to the right in the trade unions 
and Labour Party. Thatcher began her 
general attack on local democracy. She 
attacked Lambeth and Liverpool coun¬ 
cils and abolished the Greater London 
Council. 

By privatising council houses, the To¬ 
ries intended to remove a major incen¬ 
tive for working class people to vote in 
local elections. By introducing the poll 
tax, the Tories would ‘persuade’ many 
of the poorest citizens to remove them¬ 
selves from the electoral register. 

In Scotland the anti-poll tax movement 
connected with a growing dissatisfac¬ 
tion over the lack of national democratic 
institutions. The movement against the 
poll tax gave real impetus to demands for 
constitutional change and self-govern¬ 
ment. It produced new leaders of the 
Scottish left such as Tommy Sheridan 
and a new organisation in the Scottish 
Socialist Alliance, the forerunner of the 
Scottish Socialist Party. The promise of 
a Scottish parliament helped Blair win a 
large majority in Scotland and brought a 
new party of the left. The experience of 
the SSP is vital for the movement in Eng¬ 
land. 

First, the success of the SSP is the 
product of a democratic movement 


which brought constitutional political 
change in its wake. A Scottish parliament 
and proportional representation opened 
up opportunities for a new party of the 
left. If we want a new left party in Eng¬ 
land, it is not a matter of waiting for con¬ 
stitutional change to help us out. We 
have to make our own Tuck’ by build¬ 
ing a democratic movement and fighting 
for political change now. 

Second, the SSP is not a revolution¬ 
ary communist party. It unites socialists, 
left nationalists and communists. It is a 
party of the left. Given the current state 
of the working class movement and the 
fragmented and isolated position of 
revolutionary communists, we have to 
fight for a party of the left. 

It is in the interests of the working 
class that we fight to build more effec¬ 
tive resistance to the employing class. 
Revolutionary communists must not 
simply paddle their own canoe in splen¬ 
did isolation from the broader socialist 
movement. On the contrary they must 
be the strongest and most determined 
advocates of left unity. 

Third, the SSP programme reflects the 
need for broad class unity and therefore 
does not seek to abolish parliament. It 
goes no further than a Scottish repub¬ 
lic. It is a republican socialist party, al¬ 
though this ‘republicanism’ takes the 
guise of supporting the demand for Scot¬ 
tish independence. The demand for 
Scottish independence is a key part of 
the SSP frontal attack on the British con¬ 
stitutional monarchist state. This defines 
the party as an anti-constitutional party. 

In England history is trying to repeat 
itself as farce. The need for broad class 
unity was reflected in the launch of the 
Scargill’s Socialist Labour Party and in 
the Socialist Alliance movement itself. 
The Socialist Alliance expanded with the 
arrival of the SWP, but without a popu¬ 
lar protest movement to build on. After 
the 2001 general election, the new SA 
remained like a ship on dry land without 
a popular/class tide to float on. Then the 
firefighters’ dispute, the RMT and the 
anti-war movement changed the situa¬ 
tion. A massive wave appeared that 
would enable our little ship to float. Un¬ 
fortunately, when the officers on the 
bridge saw the wave coming, they order 
the ship to be dragged onto higher 
ground to make sure we wouldn’t get 
wet. 

The massive anti-war movement is a 
major turning point in the politics of the 
UK. Not only did it highlight the crisis 
of democracy: it brought into being the 
beginnings of a pro-democracy move¬ 
ment that could change the shape of our 
politics. Whilst Respect is a response to 
that movement, it is a completely inad¬ 
equate response. We need a mass, demo¬ 
cratic and republican movement which 
can unite not only those forces in Re¬ 
spect, but the Communist Party of Brit¬ 
ain, the Green Party, the Socialist Party, 
the SADP and a range of trade unions 
and progressive organisations such as 
CND. 

In addition we need a working class 
party based on the experience of the 
Scottish Socialist Party. There is one 
obvious and clear conclusion. We need 
a republican socialist party. We need a 
republican Socialist Alliance. We need 
to vote for anti-war parties with republi¬ 
can socialist programmes. 

Let me now turn to points made by 
Nick Rogers (Weekly Worker June 3). 
Nick is clearly supportive of republican- 
democratic demands, but thinks it would 
be better tactics to vote Respect with no 
illusions. Republican-democratic de¬ 
mands include the full range of demo¬ 
cratic rights, including secularism, rights 
for women, gays and migrant workers. 


It must be stressed that these demands 
are not a luxury, but concern basic rights 
for working class people. 

We cannot defend republican-demo¬ 
cratic demands if we are prepared to 
abandon them for the sake of votes. We 
would be behaving in the same oppor¬ 
tunist way as the SWP. Unconditional 
support for Respect is surrendering the 
only weapon we have - our ability to 
criticise their lack of principle and their 
opportunism. That is a heavy price to pay 
in exchange for nothing more than the 
hope that Respect might discover de¬ 
mocracy at its October conference. 

The CPGB have sold themselves very 
cheaply. They have not extracted a sin¬ 
gle concession or promise from the Re¬ 
spect leadership in exchange for 
unconditional support from the Weekly 
Worker. It is true the CPGB criticised 
Respect, but at the same time it made it 
clear that it would vote for Respect’s royal 
socialist programme. 

Nick says that republican socialists 
are not engaging with real processes 
taking place within Respect. But surely 
the point is that these demands are en¬ 
gaged with real processes in class soci¬ 
ety. Hence the best way to engage with 
the real processes in Respect is not to 
capitulate to the narrow economistic vi¬ 
sion of the leadership. We have to de¬ 
fend the republican programme, 
confident that “society” will teach Re¬ 
spect about the need for such a pro¬ 
gramme. 

Nick then suggests that defending 
this will effectively discriminate against 
muslim workers. This is simply wrong. 
The muslim working class have been 
subjected to the most anti-democratic 
measures and discrimination. Why as¬ 
sume that muslim workers would not be 
the most supportive of republican- 
democratic demands? 

Their very real experience teaches 
them about the importance of democratic 
rights. Of the 600 people arrested under 
terrorism legislation, less than 100 have 
been charged, and only six convicted. 
The vast majority have been muslims. 
This is only the tip of an iceberg of dis¬ 
crimination which affects muslim work¬ 
ers disproportionately. 

On the question of republicanism we 
would be better trusting the democratic 
instincts of muslim workers than left 
groups like the SWR Individual SWP 
members may well support republican 
demands. But party loyalty and discipline 
will silence them. 

Of course we should draw a clear dis¬ 
tinction between muslim workers and 
muslim fundamentalists. If Respect is 
stacked full of fundamentalists then 
democratic demands will fall on stony 
ground. This is not so if democratically 
minded muslim workers join Respect or 
stand as candidates. 

Nick is right in one sense when he 
says the response of the Revolutionary 
Democratic Group and the Red Platform 
is inadequate. But the problem is wider 
than just us and includes the Alliance 
for Workers’ Liberty, CPGB and the 
SADP. 

We are facing a new political situation 
since the Iraq war. Respect is posing new 
problems for the left. We have not yet 
managed to develop a united response. 
On Thursday June 10 the political bomb 
thrown by Respect was set to go off. 
Was there an almighty bang or a damp 
squib? When the dust settles, the strug¬ 
gle for republican democracy and social¬ 
ism will continue. Then we will see which 
positions are strengthened and which 
undermined • 

Dave Craig 
Revolutionary Democratic 
Group 
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Libel wars and spin 



R espect - the unity coalition has 
condemned The Observer for 
what it calls the “racist smears” 
contained in an editorial and an opinion 
piece written by columnist Nick Cohen 
in the June 6 issue. The paper is accused 
of making a series of “false and defama¬ 
tory allegations”. 

George Galloway, Respect MP, also 
accuses Nick Cohen of repeating a story 
about him that is nothing but a “gross 
slander”. In the current issue of the New 
Statesman, Cohen claims that comrade 
Galloway supported the military coup in 
Pakistan and quotes him as saying: “In 
poor third world countries like Pakistan, 
politics is too important to be left to petty 
squabbling politicians.” 

In fact, says Galloway, “I condemned 
the coup and have refused to visit the 
country or speak on the same platform 
as representatives of the [Pakistan] gov¬ 
ernment.” Galloway says that this type 
of journalism is akin to BNP propaganda 
and that Cohen “invented” the ‘quote’. 

However, it is the specific characteri¬ 
sation of Respect in the Observer edito¬ 
rial as “an unholy alliance of the far left 
and reactionary islamist fundamental¬ 
ists” that Respect considers particularly 
defamatory. Galloway and Euro candi¬ 
dates Salma Yaqoob and Anas Altikriti 
are purportedly seeking legal advice 
with a view to serving libel writs on the 
paper. Respect is also referring The Ob¬ 
server to the Commission for Racial 
Equality. 

Salma Yaqoob, Respect West Mid¬ 
lands European candidate, flatly denied 
that there are any fundamentalists in¬ 
volved in Respect. “This is the sort of 
nasty racist smear which fuels islamo- 
phobia and attacks on muslims, which 
I’ve experienced first hand,” she said. 
Respect is a “mainstream party” she 
maintains, and is not “linked to extrem¬ 
ism, religious or political”. 

Anas Altikriti, who stepped down as 
president of the Muslim Association of 
Britain in order to stand as a Respect 
Euro candidate for Yorkshire and Hum¬ 
berside, commented: “ I suppose this 
only goes to prove what we know on the 
ground - that the Labour vote is crum¬ 
bling away, and their supporters and 
spinmeisters, like The Observer, are pre¬ 
pared to use every dirty trick in an attempt 
to stop people voting Respect.” 

In reality it is Respect which was re¬ 
sorting to spin and dirty tricks. Getting 
into high dudgeon, talk of writs and ac¬ 
cusations of racism were all part of a 
desperate attempt to generate drops of 
publicity in the closing days of the elec¬ 
tion campaign. Every mention Respect 
got in the mainstream media, even the 
briefest, would receive an instant, usu¬ 
ally indignant rebuttal, along with mor¬ 
bid protests about politically correct hurt 
feelings. 

And both John Haylett’s Morning 
Star and Socialist Worker loyally repro¬ 
duced the feigned outrage, with the lat¬ 
ter throwing in for good measure attacks 
on David Aaronovitch - supposedly 
The Guardian’s “red-baiting heavy¬ 
weight” - who sniped against people 
attending a Respect meeting rather than 
“engage with any arguments” - and 
Johann Hari of The Independent, who 
said that a vote for Respect is “a vote 
for totalitarians in an unconvincing left- 
wing costume” (June 10). 

Both these pro-Iraq war columnists are 
accused of launching “hysterical” at¬ 
tacks on Respect - in itself a rather hys¬ 
terical assessment. 

The Observer leader that so offended 
Respect was devoted to giving advice 
to readers about how to vote on June 
10. The main recommendation was that 
the Labour Party was “the best choice”, 
because it is “finally getting into its stride 
as a moderately social democratic gov¬ 


ernment” and delivering improved serv¬ 
ices as well as social justice. In London 
it called for a vote for Ken Livingstone: 
he had made the job of mayor “count”. 

But what of those traditional Labour 
voters whose opposition to the invasion 
and occupation of Iraq eclipses “any 
other consideration”? Here, says The 
Observer, those wishing to register a 
“protest vote”, have a problem. The Lib¬ 
eral Democrats opposed the war “only 
until it began”. Then comes the single 
sentence dealing with Respect. In full it 
reads: “Respect, the George Galloway 
party, is an unholy alliance of the far left 
and reactionary islamist fundamental¬ 
ists.” That is it. And The Observer goes 
on to tell its readers in the next sentence 
that the “best place” to register an anti¬ 
war vote is with the Greens. 

Respect’s statement, issued on June 
6, complains that The Observer has de¬ 
serted its splendid liberal past with this 
“libellous” editorial. Strange, given the 
advice to vote Labour because of its 
“moderately social democratic govern¬ 
ment” or Green because of the war. As 
to the idea that The Observer consigns 
“anyone to the fringe” who is “margin¬ 
ally to the left of Tony Blair”, this is evi¬ 
dently untrue. It is a Respect invention. 

George Galloway is, of course, neither 
of the far left, nor a reactionary islamist 
fundamentalist. His politics are an odd 
amalgam of leftwing social democracy, 
nostalgic Stalinism and third worldism. 
True, he has exploited his prominent 
public position, along with all manner of 
privately made threats, in order to steer 
the whole Respect project into quite idi¬ 
osyncratic waters - eg, opposition to 
abortion (which in Britain nowadays 
might be described as fringe politics or 
even beyond the fringe). 

Galloway used an interview with the 
Independent on Sunday, not only to re¬ 
state his moral objection to abortion, but 
to emphasise that he was teetotal and a 
committed believer (April 4). Respect’s 
executive kept quiet and declined to 
make known its collective views on abor¬ 
tion. Keeping Galloway on board and the 
attempt to win what was thought of as 
an almost monolithic muslim vote was 
all that counted. 

Yet, though Galloway can hardly be 
accused of being either far left or an is¬ 
lamist, the simple fact of the matter is that 
Respect is not only “linked to”, but 
mainly organised by, the Socialist Work¬ 
ers Party. It provided most of the cadres, 
most of the money and most of the print¬ 
ing. Indeed there is talk doing the rounds 
that the SWP faces a crippling financial 
crisis because of the Respect election 
campaign. 

By any normal reckoning the SWP is 
“far left” - in other words it espouses “ex¬ 
tremist” politics just like the rest of us 


Marxists. After all, it insists that the sys¬ 
tem “cannot be patched up or reformed”, 
but has to be “overthrown”; and not 
through parliament, but by way of a 
workers’ revolution ( Socialist Worker 
‘Where we stand’). 

What of “reactionary islamist funda¬ 
mentalists”? This might refer to all indi¬ 
vidual muslims supporting Respect or it 
might simply refer to members of the 
Muslim Association of Britain. Either 
way, life is far more complex. 

Undoubtedly muslims, just like any re¬ 
ligious believers, have reactionary ideas 
- eg, belief, however residual, in a god. 
But that is not, and cannot be, the end 
of the story. Take MAB specifically. 
There is a reactionary side - it adheres to 
the ‘fundamentals’ of islam, which in¬ 
clude a denial of women’s equality and 
gay rights. But there is a growing pro¬ 
gressive side as well. After all, MAB 
urged muslim voters to back a list of 
leftish candidates on June 10 - Ken Liv¬ 
ingstone, Greens, Liberal Democrats and 
Respect. 

MAB can hardly be tarred with the 
same brush as al Qa’eda. And, as Salma 
Yaqoob, points out, this time quite 
rightly, there are a number of jihadist 
groups who rant and rail against MAB 
for going soft on communism and be¬ 
traying the one true faith. Not surpris¬ 
ingly these jihadists did not align 
themselves with Respect or call for a 
Respect vote. Rather, being committed 
opponents of democracy, they de¬ 
manded an islamic boycott. 

There are those who manage to brand 
MAB as irredeemably reactionary ... but 
that is possible only by way of a crude, 
and thoroughly dishonest, guilt-by-as- 
sociation method. Eg, MAB is “a Brit¬ 
ish wing” of the Muslim Brotherhood, 
which has many international affiliates 
and each group “adapts” to the political 
conditions of its country. In Sudan the 
Muslim Brotherhood backs a govern¬ 
ment which in the south is killing thou¬ 
sands and driving the whole population 
into starvation. Ergo the MAB is just as 
dangerous and reactionary ( Solidarity 
May 27). 

The same rotten method could 
equally be applied to Christians in Brit¬ 
ain... and, that way, they could be linked 
with the inquisition, the medieval perse¬ 
cution of the Jews and apartheid South 
Africa. Or any ethnic group, political sect 
or class party. But, serving only to cre¬ 
ate a completely distorted picture of the 
world and engraining prejudice, such a 
method helps not a jot in the class strug¬ 
gle. 

On the contrary, this approach is a 
positive hindrance in achieving any¬ 
thing serious. 

For Marxism - authentic Marxism, that 
is - it is truth that counts and truth is al¬ 


ways concrete. MAB has adapted to life 
in Britain. Fact. And in Britain muslims 
constitute only a tiny fraction of the 
population. They will not and cannot 
come to state power and introduce a new 
caliphate in the British Isles. On the con¬ 
trary, they are a persecuted, oppressed 
and commonly despised minority. Mus¬ 
lims are under sustained attack from the 
government and the police and a whole 
festering body of post-9/11 hatred, 
which the BNP in particular tries both to 
stoke and feed off. 

As a result of both its experiences as 
part of an oppressed minority and joint 
work alongside revolutionaries and so¬ 
cialists - first within the anti-war move¬ 
ment and now in Respect - MAB has 
adopted a raft of progressive positions. 
Certainly its candidates standing for 
Respect are committed to a manifesto 
which, despite its severe limitations, 
quite clearly comes from the SWP - be¬ 
ing to all intents and purposes identical 
to the Socialist Alliance’s priority 
pledges in the 2001 general election. 
Hence ideologically MAB is half a reac¬ 
tionary lament for a mythical past and 
half a left populist protest against exist¬ 
ing conditions. 

Through it remains attached to the Ko¬ 
ran, the sayings of the prophet and the 
fundamentalist doctrines of islam, MAB 
finds itself in practice pulled to the left of 
British politics. And that is what should 
matter for Marxists. The fact that mus¬ 
lims, not least those in MAB, are mov¬ 
ing in this direction is something to be 
welcomed. Not stupidly treated as part 
of a dastardly plan to conquer the world, 
hatched in Cairo or Khartoum. 

Having said that, we do not suspend 
our criticisms either of MAB, Respect or 
the SWP - any suggestion that this is 
not the case is either profoundly dishon¬ 
est or profoundly stupid. We do not be¬ 
lieve that abandoning principles in order 
to win allies and votes is the way to 
strength. On the contrary, only by main¬ 
taining our principles and popularising 
them do we become strong. Unfortu¬ 
nately the SWP refuses to learn that 
particular lesson. 

As for Nick Cohen’s piece in The Ob¬ 
server, it was in fact squarely directed 
against the British National Party, which 
he basically accuses of being a “crimi¬ 
nal conspiracy”, albeit one overrated by 
the media. Cohen does not believe that 
the BNP was set for an electoral break¬ 
through. 

Nevertheless he does not discount 
them as thugs and hooligans. He lists 
the convictions of leading BNP mem¬ 
bers, not least those of Tony Lecomber, 
a BNP national spokesperson, who has 
been found guilty on 12 counts, includ¬ 
ing on charges of possessing home¬ 
made hand-grenades and electronic 


timing devices and wounding a school 
teacher. 

And, far from resorting to “racist 
smears”, he rounded on the Labour 
Party and the rest of the political estab¬ 
lishment for playing the crime and immi¬ 
gration cards. In their attempt to appease 
‘Angry Young Working-class Man’ the 
Blair government has made as much as 
it can of cracking down on crime and 
migrants - just like the “previous bunch 
of scoundrels”. 

Instead Cohen suggests that working 
class anger might be better defused by 
“extending trade union rights or promot¬ 
ing job security”. 

Respect is only given a passing men¬ 
tion at the end of his piece. Cohen dis¬ 
misses those who demonstrated against 
the Iraq war and occupation in 2003 as 
being “gormless, if well-intentioned”. He 
then questions developments on the left 
which have seen some - presumably 
Respect and the SWP - being prepared 
to “make excuses for the islamists and 
remnants of Saddam’s fascistic forces as 
they fight the Americans, and to reach a 
pact with religious bigotry”. 

Cohen approvingly cites the Alliance 
for Workers’ Liberty: “a small group of 
honest Marxists”. He concludes by say¬ 
ing that the left has “always emphasised 
the need to break down the barriers of 
race and religion to achieve working 
class solidarity. In recent years it has 
added the causes of freeing women and 
gays from religious and political prohi¬ 
bitions to its shopping list. But all of that 
is old hat, apparently.” 

Cohen heroically ignores Respect’s 
founding declaration, to which all its 
candidates - including those who are 
members of MAB - are committed. It 
proclaims: “Opposition to all forms of 
discrimination based on race, gender, 
ethnicity, religious beliefs (or lack of 
them), sexual orientation ... The right to 
self-determination of every individual in 
relation to their religious (or non-reli¬ 
gious) beliefs, as well as sexual choices.” 
In other words, irrespective of what in¬ 
dividual Respect candidates may pri¬ 
vately believe, they are standing on a 
platform which clearly includes “freeing 
women and gays from religious and 
political prohibitions”. 

Quite clearly Cohen is a strange po¬ 
litical animal and someone who has to¬ 
tally lost his bearings. Despite coming 
from a leftwing background, albeit soft 
and eclectic, he supported the US-Brit- 
ish invasion of Iraq in 2003. Cohen’s pro¬ 
war stance leads him to blind hatred of 
the anti-war movement and now a liter¬ 
ary vendetta against Respect. Every 
half-baked nonsense is used - Gallo¬ 
way’s “salute” remarks to Saddam Hus¬ 
sein, the PJP’s withdrawn anti-gay leaflet 
in Birmingham, the Pakistan coup, etc. 

There will be many reasons for 
Cohen’s peculiar conclusions - not rac¬ 
ism though surely. Key is his dogmatic 
insistence that not only the Saddam 
Hussein regime, but all manifestations of 
islamic fundamentalism, even the MAB, 
somehow equate with fascism. The 
puny Saddam Hussein thereby grows 
in his mind to Hitlerian proportions. This 
and - yes - drawing on his Jewish roots 
leads him to islamophobia and seeing 
everything upside-down. The left be¬ 
come allies of fascism and reaction; 
George Bush becomes a democrat and 
the liberator of the oppressed; those 
who dare resist the US-UK occupation 
become the main enemy. 

No wonder he has such a fond liking 
for those “honest Marxists” in the AWL. 
After all they too welcome the smash¬ 
ing of the Saddam Hussein regime by the 
US-UK and now steadfastly oppose all 
calls for the immediate withdrawal of US 
and British troops from Iraq • 

Alan Fox 
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Fallujah: how powerful is the insurgency and can it defeat the occupation? 


I n response to my theses on the im¬ 
perialist occupation of Iraq ( Weekly 
Worker April 29) and subsequent 
article (‘Imperialism, islamists and com¬ 
munists’, May 20) Ian Donovan’s cri¬ 
tique unfortunately muddies the water 
rather than clarifying the issues in dis¬ 
pute between us (‘By any means nec¬ 
essary’, May 27). I hope this reply will 
rectify matters to some extent 

‘Taking sides’ and 
concrete tasks 

My theses were designed to make a 
clear and unambiguous separation be¬ 
tween (1) the tasks of communists in 
Britain in relation to the US-led occupa¬ 
tion of Iraq and (2) issues regarding the 
political line of Iraqi communist and 
workers’ organisations. This separation 
is in my view essential if we are to avoid 
three fundamental political errors. 

The first error, which is commonplace 
in Trotskyism, is ‘laying down the line’ 
in a categorical way in relation to the tac¬ 
tical tasks of communists in other coun¬ 
tries on the basis of superficial readings 
of the foreign pages of the bourgeois 
press. British and American Trots are 
particularly prone to do this and, in ad¬ 
dition, to define ‘the line’ for the coun¬ 
try in question on what they see as the 
needs and tactics of their own organisa¬ 
tion. 

The second, which is specifically the 
stuff of the Spartacist League, is the 
propagation of ‘military solidarity with’, 
‘military united front with’ and ‘military 
victory to’ lines. These lines have no 
concrete practical implications, and, 
since the comrades do not have military 
forces on the ground, appear as what 


they are - absurd self-aggrandisement. 
Their function is to ‘draw the class line’. 
They attempt to make every issue into 
an August 1914 - an outbreak of war 
which separates communists from class 
traitors. In doing so they caricature Trot¬ 
sky’s 1933-34 mistake of treating the 
Comintern’s failure in Germany as an 
‘August 1914’ - the mistake which set 
the Trotskyists on the path to the end¬ 
less multiplication of sects. 

The third error, which is related to the 
second, is ‘taking sides’ in a way that 
does not pose practical tasks for com¬ 
munists or for the workers’ movement. 
Communists in Britain have two clear 
tasks in relation to the occupation of Iraq. 
Firstly to fight for an end to the occupa¬ 
tion - specifically the withdrawal of Brit¬ 
ish troops and an end to other British 
support for it. Secondly to give support 
to those militants attempting to build 
workers’ and communist organisations 
in Iraq. ‘Taking sides’ lines risk placing 
conditions on both tasks and, as a re¬ 
sult, doing only one, or doing neither 
effectively. Communists in Iraq have dif¬ 
ferent concrete tasks which flow from the 
situation in Iraq. Muddling the two re¬ 
sults in sectarianism. 

But muddling the two is precisely 
what Ian’s arguments do. Ian says we 
must ‘take sides’ with the insurgents. But 
what concretely does ‘taking sides’ with 
the insurgents mean? As far as commu¬ 
nists’ tasks in Britain are concerned, the 
answer must surely be: building the big¬ 
gest possible movement against the 
occupation of Iraq and for the immedi¬ 
ate and unconditional withdrawal of Brit¬ 
ish troops. I do not think that Ian 
proposes that we should attempt to give 
either political or material (financial) sup¬ 


port to either the Mehdi army militia, or 
the unidentified guerrillas operating 
around Baghdad and in points north and 
west. Yet it is clear without ‘taking sides’ 
that our primary task is to build an anti¬ 
occupation movement in Britain. 

Ian’s ‘taking sides’ thus has only one 
practical consequence: to characterise 
the Iraqi communists as collaborators 
with the occupation and thus refuse the 
task of giving support to Iraqi workers’ 
organisations. Thus Ian says that I “ap¬ 
pear to politically defend forces that are 
clearly not in favour of such an out¬ 
come”: ie, outright defeat for the imperi¬ 
alists. In other words, I insist that it is a 
task of British communists to build sup¬ 
port for Iraqi communist and workers’ 
organisations in spite of our political dif¬ 
ferences with the leaderships of these 
organisations. 

Defeating imperialism 

The core of Ian’s argument is that we 
favour an outright military defeat of the 
imperialists “by any means necessary”. 
This is in a certain sense true. We equally 
favour the immediate overthrow of the 
British and US states (and so on). But 
our line and tactics are determined not 
only by our subjective desires, but also 
by the objective situation (as Lenin said 
somewhere in Leftwing communism). 

The immediate overthrow of the Brit¬ 
ish and US states is not on the agenda. 
Equally, a simple outright military defeat 
of the imperialists in Iraq is absolutely 
impossible. It is excluded by the military 
relationship of forces. What is possible 
is a political-military defeat of the im¬ 
perialists through a convergence of an 
Iraqi national movement with a mass 
anti-war movement in the occupying 


powers, exploiting the contradictions 
within the imperialist camp to force the 
imperialists to retreat. 

It has been said that the discussion 
of Respect in the CPGB shows that com¬ 
rades should read or re-read Lenin’s Left- 
wing communism: an infantile disorder. 
I agree. It seems to me, however, that Ian’s 
line on Iraq is precisely a peculiar form 
of ultra-leftism. He selects from the com¬ 
munist programme the single issue of 
anti-colonialism and defeatism in relation 
to imperialist military adventures. He 
then rewrites reality to make it seem that 
the ‘nationalists’ are on the road to mili¬ 
tary victory and hence that the only prin¬ 
cipled course of action is a ‘theory of the 
offensive’ approach to this single issue: 
the Iraqi communists must “critically 
bloc with the insurgency”. The wish has 
become the father of the analysis, just 
as in the ideas of the ‘left communists’ 
of 1918-20. His suggestion that the com¬ 
munists must “critically bloc with the 
insurgency”, if it had any practical mean¬ 
ing, would have to be a call for (to give 
an example used by Lenin in Leftwing 
communism) 5,000 to launch a military 
assault on 50,000. 

Iraq, islamists, jihadis 

Ian thinks that the movement around 
Moqtasa al-Sadr has become a hegem¬ 
onic national movement animating a 
mass insurgency against the occupa¬ 
tion. I think this is a gross overestima¬ 
tion of the place of this movement in the 
political and military relationship of 
forces in Iraq and of the meaning of the 
April events. This is a pure question of 
fact. Neither of us has enough informa¬ 
tion about the situation on the ground 
to be able to disprove the other’s opin¬ 


ion: the information we can get is heav¬ 
ily filtered through the biases of the pro¬ 
war and anti-war elements of the press 
and the disinformation operations of the 
contending trends within the US and 
British militaries and state bureaucracies, 
alongside the snippets from independ¬ 
ent Iraqi sources. 

Behind this difference over the facts, 
however, are two underlying political 
differences. The first is that I think it is 
questionable to condemn the Iraqi com¬ 
munists categorically for errors of prin¬ 
ciple - as opposed to expressing in a more 
cautious fonn disagreement with their 
policy - on the basis of an assessment 
formulated on such limited information. 

(I should say here that I include 
among the Iraqi communists, contrary to 
Ian’s assumption, not only the Worker- 
communist Party (WCPI), but also the 
‘official’ Iraqi Communist Party (ICP) and 
its splinter, the ICP-Central Command. I 
think comrades should read materials 
from their websites as part of the proc¬ 
ess of informing themselves on the 
present discussion (WCPI - http:// 
www.wpiraq.org/english/; ICP - http:// 
www.iraqcp.org/framsel; and ICP-CC 
[indirectly] - http://www.idao.org/). 

The second difference is that I assess 
that the political positions of the Sadr 
movement actually preclude the possi¬ 
bility of their forming the sort of national 
leadership which could inflict a political- 
military defeat on the imperialists. The 
explanation of this view is in my original 
theses: that is, that the political ideas of 
islamism and, in particular, jihadism are 
disabling in the context of the current 
situation in Iraq. 

Ian’s response is that jihadism equals 
al Qa’eda and that I am making a false 
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equation between the “openly organ¬ 
ised, publicly accessible” and shi’ite, 
Mehdi army militia, on the one hand, and 
the secret, terrorist (wahabi) sunni al 
Qa’eda, on the other. That is not what I 
said. I take an islamist tendency to be 
one which considers the sharia (whether 
in the interpretation of one of the sunni 
schools, or that of the shia jurists) to be 
a sufficient guide to political ordering and 
political action. Such tendencies are as 
various as catholic and protestant po¬ 
litical tendencies, but - like Christian reli¬ 
gious political groups - they have some 
fundamental common ideas. I would say 
that a jihadi tendency is one which takes 
literally, as an immediate guide to action, 
the religious duty of muslims to wage 
war on unbelievers. Such tendencies 
include Hamas and Hezbollah just as 
much as al Qa’eda, and the theoretical 
differences between shia and sunni ju¬ 
risprudence on the issue are, in the 
present context, completely secondary 
(because they concern aggressive, 
rather than defensive, war). 

The argument of my theses on this 
issue is that islamism as such is politi¬ 
cally disabling to the project of creating 
a unified national movement against the 
occupiers, both because it immediately 
poses the question of which variant of 
sharia is to be enforced - thus tending 
towards petty statelets or warlordism - 
and because its justice-based economic 
ideas would block any practical recon¬ 
struction of the Iraqi economy. Sec¬ 
ondly, I argue that jihadi tendencies are 
specifically disabled from “knowing how 
to retreat” and how to exploit the con¬ 
tradictions within the enemy camp ( Left- 
wing communism again). This is 
apparent in Hamas; Hezbollah have been 
saved from the consequences not by 
their own political ideas, but by the co¬ 
ercive intervention of the Syrian state in 
Lebanon in the 1980s. 

Ian’s response simply fails to treat is- 
lamist and jihadi tendencies on their own 
terms or to engage with their religio-po- 
litical ideas as political ideas. Instead, the 
nearest approach to a political charac¬ 
terisation of them he offers is as merely 
an ideological form of nationalism. It 
should be utterly obvious from the Ira¬ 
nian and Afghan experiences, as well as 
the politics of islamism and jihadism in 
other muslim countries, that this is a 
grossly inadequate analysis. Ian’s pat¬ 
ronising refusal to engage with the is- 
lamists’ politics reflects the fact that he 
is blinded by the moralistic politics of 
‘taking sides’. 

‘Anti-imperialism’ 

The point of Marxism is not to take ‘mor¬ 
ally correct’ positions or to ‘be on the 
right side’. We can do this without Marx¬ 
ism. The point of Marxism is to use ob¬ 
jective analysis about economic and 
political dynamics to propose feasible 
ways forward for the working class and 
the oppressed. 


... we should not 
see imperialism 
as playing a 
progressive, 
'democratic’ role 
■ the line, in 
however dilute a 
form, of the 
Alliance for 
Workers’ Liberty. 
This line is 
absurd not 
merely in theory, 
but also on the 
basis of all the 
'democratic’ and 
'humanitarian’ 
interventions of 
the imperialists 
in the last 20 
years 


In this context, moralistic ‘anti-imperi¬ 
alism’ is actually a trap for the working 
class and oppressed. It is perfectly true 
that, as Ian says, US imperialism is to¬ 
day’s principal exporter of torture, tyr¬ 
anny, oppression and economic ruin, 
and that it is capital’s globo-cop. But it 
does not follow that any defeat for the 
immediate policy of US imperialism is 
also a victory for the workers and the 
oppressed. 

In part this reflects the fact that small 
bosses and exploiters can be as exploita¬ 
tive and oppressive as big ones and 
sometimes more so. Equally, if I am 
mugged by some local teenager, it is not 
much consolation to be told that the 
mafiosi are much bigger criminals. The 
Iranian islamic revolution was undoubt¬ 
edly a defeat for the policy of US imperi¬ 
alism. It was also and equally 
undoubtedly a defeat for the Iranian 
workers and oppressed, and, in fact, 
worsened the class relation of forces on 
a world scale. 

In part it reflects the fact that moralis¬ 


tic and ‘taking sides’ anti-imperialism is 
the gut-reaction remnant of a failed glo¬ 
bal strategy. At the Comintern Congress 
of the Peoples of the East and the Sec¬ 
ond Congress of the Comintern, a pos¬ 
sible strategy of defeating the imperialists 
through the colonial revolution was ar¬ 
ticulated. The Maoists developed on this 
basis the global strategy of ‘surround¬ 
ing the cities’. The strategic line of‘offi¬ 
cial communism’ in the Brezhnev period 
similarly imagined a global development 
of the ‘anti-imperialist front’ with the ‘so¬ 
cialist bastions’ at its core. 1989 and all 
that - and the present pro-capitalist evo¬ 
lution of the Chinese and Vietnamese 
‘communist’ leaderships - tell us cat¬ 
egorically that this global strategy is a 
dead-end. Imperialism will be strategi¬ 
cally defeated through the common ef¬ 
forts of the proletariat globally - or not at 
all. It will not be defeated through the 
‘advance of the colonial revolution’: all 
such advances, without a breakthrough 
of the class movement in the imperialist 
centres, will be recuperated or have the 
fife squeezed out of them by blockades 
and war. 

The historical disaster of this strategy 
of anti-imperialism does not mean that 
we should turn it on its head and see 
imperialism as playing a progressive, 
‘democratic’ role - the line, in however 
dilute a form, of the Alliance for Work¬ 
ers ’ Liberty. This line is absurd not merely 
in theory, but also on the basis of all the 
‘democratic’ and ‘humanitarian’ inter¬ 
ventions of the imperialists in the last 20 
years. 

There are, however, two concrete im¬ 
plications. The first is that we cannot sim¬ 
ply put a plus sign against the 
‘nationalism of the oppressed’. It is a po¬ 
litical dead end and can be worse. The 
second is that we have to cherish and 
support all efforts to create an organised 
workers’ movement, even where we 
have major political disagreements with 
the comrades in question. However 
weak these efforts are politically, it is the 
self-organisation of the working class as 
a class which is the only road to a future 
for humanity. 

China 

Ian and I clearly have radically different 
positions on the class character of the 
Chinese Communist Party in the 1930s 
(and, following from that, on the charac¬ 
ter of the 1948 revolution in China). In 
my opinion the CCP remained a party 
ultimately based on the proletariat, albeit 
of a Stalinist, and to this extent petty- 
proprietor, political character. The result 
is that my use of 1930s China as an ex¬ 
ample of communist policy and Ian’s 
critique of it are at complete cross pur¬ 
poses. 

To address this difference would be a 
whole different discussion, and I men¬ 
tion it here only to make clear that the 
difference exists • 

Mike Macnair 



Communist 
Party books 
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■Which road? 

The programmes of ‘official communism’ were designed to serve those in the 
workers’ movement who had no interest in revolution, those who preferred 
compromise with capitalism rather than its destruction. 

Jack Conrad also deals with the reformist programme of Peter Taaffe’s group 
and lays the groundwork necessary for drafting a revolutionary programme. 

£6.95/€ll 

■ From October to August 

Articles by Jack Conrad, charting the rise and demise of the USSR from Stalin’s 
monocratic dictatorship to the twists and turns of Gorbachev’s perestroika and 
Yeltsin’s counter-coup. Throughout there is a stress on the necessity of de¬ 
mocracy. 

£6.95/€ll 

■ In the enemy camp 

Examines the theory and practice of communist electoral work. Particular at¬ 
tention is paid to the Bolsheviks’ anti-boycottism and their strategy for revo¬ 
lution. Vital for Socialist Alliance activists. 

£4.95/€7.75 

■ Problems of communist organisation 

What is the correct balance between democracy and centralism? Jack Conrad 
explores this thorny issue in his historically significant argument against a dis¬ 
gruntled minority who deserted the CPGB in 1992. 

£4.95/€7.75 

■ A plan for miners 

The Communist Party’s ‘anti-submission’ to the Tory government’s 1992 coal 
review. The case is made for working class self-activity and socialism. Arthur 
Scargill famously disowned it. 

£1.00/€1.50 

■ Towards a Socialist Alliance party 

Jack Conrad’s book argues for the Socialist Alliance to move to a higher or¬ 
ganisational and political stage. Drawing on an extensive study of history, this 
work presents the ways and means of arriving at that end. 

£7.00/€ll 


Buy all 6 books for £23/€36 and save £8.80/€l4 
Delivery free within the United Kingdom 


Please send me a copy of: 

Which road? □ 

From October to August □ 

In the enemy camp □ 

Problems of communist organisation □ 
A plan for miners □ 

Towards a Socialist Alliance party □ 


I enclose a cheque, payable to CPGB, for £/€. 

Name_ 

Address_ 


Email_ 

Please return to CPGB address 
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EUROPEAN SOCIAL FORUM _ 

How not to make 
friends and influence 
people 

Those organising the ESF programme have been engaged in often fraught arguments not least over the 
importance of European integration and how the left ought to respond 



Jonathan Neale: technical 


T he meeting in Paris of the interna¬ 
tional working group, which is pre¬ 
paring the programme for the 
October European Social Forum in Lon¬ 
don, was a very ‘lively’ affair. 

On May 29-30, around 40 people from 
across Europe met to discuss which 
subjects should be discussed in the ple¬ 
nary sessions and what the format of 
those meetings should be. The 20 or so 
plenaries are the only meetings that will 
be organised centrally - ie, by interna¬ 
tional representatives from across Eu¬ 
rope - so they come at the top of the 
programme hierarchy. 

Although only three or four were sup¬ 
posed to attend from Britain, this proved 
too few - mainly because so many dis¬ 
trust the ESF leadership, composed of 
Socialist Workers Party and Socialist 
Action-related groups. In the end there 
were nine people representing Britain: 
six associated with the ‘officials’ and 
three with the ‘democratic opposition’: 
Dave Timms (World Development 
Movement), Naima Bouteldja (Just 
Peace) and Helena Kotkowska (Attac). 

We are told by a number of partici¬ 
pants from Europe that some of the ‘of¬ 
ficials’ did not go down too well with 
many participants - particularly Anne 
Kane (Abortion Rights/SA), Alex 
Gordon (RMT) and Mick Connolly 
(South East Region TUC). Comrades 
from Italy, for example, were extremely 
critical of the SWP and SA comrades 
throughout the meeting. 

Comrades from SA have this special 
ability to alienate almost everybody in a 
meeting by accusing those who disagree 
with them of being soft on racism/fas¬ 
cism/women’s oppression. And our two 
trade union representatives did even 
worse: they openly threatened to with¬ 
hold financial backing if certain ‘de¬ 
mands’ were not met. They insisted, for 
example, that one of the six major themes 
at the ESF should be more or less handed 
over to ‘the trade unions’ and discuss 
only union-related issues. 

Some of our European comrades were 
understandably outraged by this threat. 
Pierre Barge (from the French League for 
the Rights of Man) and Piero Bemocchi 
(from the Italian union, Cobas) in particu¬ 
lar criticised the idea that “one move¬ 
ment should have a monopoly on any 
ESF theme’’. 

There are other problems which were 
pointed out by our European comrades: 
Firstly, where is this much heralded finan¬ 
cial backing from the trade unions? So 
far, £50,000 from London Unison is the 
only official donation. Secondly, at the 
first two ESFs in Florence and Paris, the 
trade unions as well as local government 
bodies donated substantially more 
money than Ken Livingstone’s Greater 
London Authority and the British un¬ 
ions will. And they placed no demands 
on the organisers at all. 

Sure, there would have been ‘moral’ 
pressure to thank them for their support, 
but anybody who attended those events 


will have noticed that both local govern¬ 
ment and the unions participated in the 
event and its organisation - but without 
‘demanding’ a certain amount of space 
for themselves. In short, they handed 
over the money and that was it. Not in 
Britain though, where (potential) finan¬ 
cial support very much comes with po¬ 
litical strings attached. 

The reason people quibbled so much 
over the actual formulation of the themes 
is simple: roughly the same amount of 
plenaries (and possibly seminars, too) 
will be devoted to each of the six themes. 
While the SWP-SA bloc always insists 
that plenary sessions are “not that im¬ 
portant”, they put in a lot of time and 
effort into shaping them according to 
their liking and political objectives. 

For example, Anne Kane (with sup¬ 
port from other ‘officials’) argued vehe¬ 
mently that the issue of women’s 
liberation should be discussed in the 
theme on ‘Democracy and fundamental 
rights’. However, the rest of our Euro¬ 
pean comrades quite rightly want this 
theme to deal with the wider issue of 
Europe only. For the economistic British 
official delegation, Europe is of course a 
“non-issue”, so why bother talking too 
much about it? One or two plenaries on 
Europe will do - tops. 

Fortunately, our European comrades 
are not quite as ignorant of the key stra¬ 
tegic political question that is facing left 
and progressive forces across Europe: 
the ever closer unity of our ruling classes 
in the European Union - and how we 
should respond to it. 

French and Italian comrades argued 
that general issues on discrimination, 
including the struggle for women’s lib¬ 
eration, should, along with the role of the 
trade unions, be included in an expanded 
‘social justice and solidarity’ theme - 
thereby allowing the issue of Europe its 
own, separate space that it requires. Our 
European comrades were in the absolute 
majority on this issue - a majority which 
grew when Anne Kane suggested that 
anybody who disagreed with her did not 
take women’s liberation seriously. Fe¬ 
male comrades from Italy and France 
made clear what they thought of the sug¬ 
gestion in that typical southern Euro¬ 
pean way: tutting and hissing, 
accompanied by the rolling of eyes. 

Another interesting discussion took 
place on the theme of racism. The Brit¬ 
ish bloc of SWP-SA had previously in¬ 
sisted that we must have a plenary on 
‘Stop Euro fascism’, which they now also 
wanted included in the name of the 
theme. 

Lars Bohn from Attac Denmark quite 
rightly pointed out that the rise of the 
extreme right in Europe is authoritarian, 
chauvinistic and often racist - but that 
surely does not make it fascist. He ar¬ 
gued it would not be very clever to al¬ 
ienate people by using such hyped-up 
and basically incorrect formulations. 
This was greeted with another semi- 
hysterical contribution from comrade 


Kane, who said anybody against using 
the word fascism “does not belong in 
the ESF”. 

Needless to say, the official report- 
back from comrade Jonathan Neale at the 
latest ESF coordinating committee (June 
3) focused on the technical aspects of 
the meeting, without even hinting at any 
of these controversies. Intriguing, 
though, was what Alex Gordon had to 
say: firstly, he was “disgusted” that the 
issue of women looks like being included 
in “the union theme”. That showed how 
“the Europeans, particularly the French 
and the Italians,” do not take the ques¬ 
tion “seriously”. 

Then he raged against the theme on 
democracy, which he called “purely a 
propaganda exercise in favour of the EU. 
We in the trade unions will not accept 
this travesty of a theme”, which is in its 
current proposed formulation “a waste 
of time”. 

Comrade Gordon is not well placed to 
complain about the poor political judge¬ 
ment of others - our European comrades 
have a far better grasp of the political 
reality that is facing us. If anything, they 
have been too hesitant in pushing for¬ 
ward the need to form European-wide 
alternative structures: the ESF falls far 
short of the highly organised alternative 
space we need; the European Left Party 
is too loose; the effectiveness of Euro¬ 
pean trade unions is still restricted by na¬ 
tional borders. 

The six themes are now provisionally 
called (pending approval by the next 
European assembly on June 19-20 in 
Berlin): 

• War and peace 

• Democracy and fundamental rights 

• Social justice and solidarity: against pri¬ 
vatisation (deregulation), for workers’, 
social and women’s rights’ 

• Corporate globalisation and global jus¬ 
tice 

• Against racism, discrimination and the 
far right: for equality and diversity 

• Environmental crisis and sustainable 
society 

Bad omen 

The fact that Unite Against Fascism had 
to cancel its festival in London, due to 
be held last weekend, could be a bad 
omen. UAF drastically scaled down a 
second event, which was supposed to 
take place in Liverpool, moving it to a 
smaller venue in Manchester with a few 
days’ notice. 

This certainly is not good news for the 
organisers who will have lost a substan¬ 
tial amount of money. It is even worse 
news, if one looks at the organisations 
behind UAF: the SWP (aka Anti-Nazi 
League), the trade union bureaucracy, 
Ken Livingstone and various organisa¬ 
tions run or sponsored by Socialist Ac¬ 
tion. 

Ring a bell? Yes, they are exactly the 
same groups that are running the show 
in the preparations for the London ESF. 
Socialist Worker is surely correct when 


it says that the gig in the north west had 
to be moved because the Greater Man¬ 
chester police authority cancelled the 
festival on May 30 for “fear of violence”. 

Surely it is also true that the London 
festival (June 6) was sabotaged by the 
police’s “demand, just two weeks before 
the event, for steel shielding [which] 
would have increased the cost of hold¬ 
ing the carnival fourfold” (Socialist 
Worker June 5). 

The event was then moved to the 
Hammersmith Apollo and a full-day fes¬ 
tival became an evening concert. But 
then, a few days later, the organisers 
cancelled even this gig, because Pete 
Doherty, singer with the main act, The 
Libertines, is still in rehab in France, sort¬ 
ing out his drug problem. 

A lot of bad luck. Let us hope that that 
was all it was - not made worse by the 
failings of those who are preparing for 
the ESF in such a secretive and unac¬ 
countable way • 

Tina Becker 


ESF diary 

European Social Forum, c/o TWGU, 218 
Green Lanes, LondonN4 2HB; www.fse- 
esf.org 

Every Thursday, 10am - coordinating 
committee: City Hall, Greater London 
Authority. 

Tuesday June 15, 6pm - outreach meet¬ 
ing for women’s organisations: City Hall, 
Greater London Authority. 

Wednesday June 16,6.30pm - outreach 
meeting for black and minority ethnic 
community groups: City Hall, Greater 
London Authority. 

Saturday and Sunday, June 19-20 - next 
European ESF assembly, Berlin. Friday 
reserved for meetings of smaller work¬ 
ing groups. 

Friday June 25, time to be confirmed - 
outreach meeting for gay and lesbian 
groups: City Hall, Greater London Au¬ 
thority. 
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After June 10: 
crucial turning 
point for SWP 


Lindsey German: 
what lessons will the 
SWP’s central 
committee take from 
Respect’s 
performance? 
Populist, syndicalist or 
principled politics? 


A s I write this, I have no idea of how 
the election on June 10 will turn out 
for Respect. Therefore, I will set out 
the implications of the scenarios of both 
success and defeat for the Socialist Work¬ 
ers Party. 

Respect wins a seat or two 

Who would have thought it? Respect win¬ 
ning a seat might not have changed the po¬ 
litical system, but all the same, this represents 
a noticeable victory for the anti-war move¬ 
ment, if not for socialists. It is good to know 
that at least some of those on last February’s 
march went out to vote for us, although it is 
likely that the anti-war vote will have swung 
much more towards the Liberal Democrats. 

However, the implications of winning 
seats will be that the SWP’s rush to the right 
goes into a higher gear. Most elements in the 
SWP, not to mention George Galloway, will 
want to keep Respect going; to have such 
an iron grip on a ‘party’ which holds influ¬ 
ence is the absolute objective of opportun¬ 
ists, desperate to win national recognition for 
their centre-left struggle. 

Even then, success would not have been 
possible without a very low turnout, al¬ 
though in fairness the ‘party’s’ lack of rec¬ 
ognition is equally a result of voter apathy. 
Indeed, the media reaction to the result will 
probably not be scaremongering about the 
rise of the extreme left, but they will merely 
equate Respect’s support to the same short¬ 
term pacifist sentiment which has so greatly 
aided the Liberal Democrats. 

For a vote for Respect is not representa¬ 
tive of any sort of public migration to the left, 
but is merely an expression of how bland 
Respect’s programme is. The ‘universally ac¬ 
ceptable’ approach was always one guaran¬ 
teed to win support of a section of the muslim 



community. I do not share Nick Rogers’ op¬ 
timism in the hope that electoral success will 
be the “birth of a genuine new left wing chal¬ 
lenge to New Labour” (Weekly Worker June 
3). What will happen is that the SWP will be 
even more enthusiastic in deepening their 
coalition with dubious reformists and reac¬ 
tionaries. 

Respect’s future is highly uncertain, since 
a ‘party’ based on populist rather than so¬ 
cialist roots is always doomed to failure - the 
current crusade in the Middle East will not 
last forever. The fact that it relies so heavily 
on the current anti-war sentiment will leave 
Respect in ruins when the Iraq fiasco has 
been forgotten in a few years. 

Without the pictures of torture on their 
leaflets, they will seem little different from the 
Greens or even the Liberal Democrats, ex¬ 
cept with an islamic twist. Of course, Respect 
was initially willing to embrace the Greens, 
before blaming them for being ‘anti-social¬ 
ist’ and having too many “white middle 
class” candidates. Yet without a significant 
ideological shift away from populism or sops 
to islam, Respect cannot remain a coalition 
that even quietly speaks of socialism. 

However, neither does it seem likely that 
the entire Respect party would want to move 
in this direction. Fragmentation of the party 
seems almost inevitable, even in the short 
tenn. The SWP itself will not be immune to 
splits either. 

Respect fails to win a seat 

Given that Respect is a fairly loose confed¬ 
eration of groups, it seems hard to believe 
that the Muslim Association of Britain and 
others will want to stay. After all, they only 
intend to win places for their own representa¬ 
tives through the ‘party’ structure, so will 
feel no compulsion to remain if it does not 


seem that it is an appropriate framework for 
them to satisfy their aims. Greens, the Lib¬ 
eral Democrats et al will be absolutely accept¬ 
able organisations for many of the various 
elements of Respect to join after its collapse, 
which may happen very quickly. Respect will 
thus implode. 

Yet it is still too early to determine if the 
SWP leadership will see defeat as the spark 
to ‘return’ to the working class and social¬ 
ism. Two scenarios are the most likely. Ei¬ 
ther the Rees-German faction will remain 
dominant or the lesson leamt is that social¬ 
ists will need a ‘final’ lurch to the right to tap 
the ‘anger’ out there. 

The second scenario might be more likely. 
Not simply will electoralism be abandoned, 
but the SWP will retreat from even the strug¬ 
gle to fight elections on a principled Marxist 
basis. The baby will be thrown out with the 
bathwater. Instead, it will return to the past 
‘glory days’ of Tony Cliff, when workerist 
economism ruled the roost. The lessons it 
will have leamt is that fighting elections in¬ 
evitably pulls socialists to the right. Oppor¬ 
tunism will, thus, be replaced by crude 
syndicalism. 

A note of optimism 

Either way, splits will manifest themselves in 
the SWP. This will not be a good thing in and 
of itself. If demoralisation or disorientation 
sets in, we could see hundreds of good so¬ 
cialists in its ranks quit politics. 

This makes it imperative that those who 
have not been blinded by the Respect project 
intervene as a matter of urgency in the SWP. 
If a section of the SWP, perhaps even a ma¬ 
jority, can be won to principled communist 
politics, then all will not be lost from this sorry 
tale* 

David Broder 


What we 
fight for 

h Our central aim is the organisation of communists, revolu¬ 
tionary socialists, anti-capitalists and all politically advanced 
workers into a Communist Party. Without organisation the 
working class is nothing; with the highest form of organisa¬ 
tion it is everything. 

■ The Provisional Central Committee organises members 
of the Communist Party, but there exists no real Communist 
Party today. There are many so-called ‘parties’ on the left. 
In reality they are confessional sects. Members who disa¬ 
gree with the prescribed ‘line’ are expected to gag them¬ 
selves in public. Either that or face expulsion. 

Communists operate according to the principles of demo¬ 
cratic centralism. Through ongoing debate we seek to 
achieve unity in action and a common world outlook. As 
long as they support agreed actions, members have the 
right to speak openly and form temporary or permanent 
factions. 

■ Communists oppose the neo-conservative war plans of 
the Project for the New American Century and all imperial¬ 
ist wars but constantly strive to bring to the fore the funda¬ 
mental question - ending war is bound up with ending capi¬ 
talism. 

■ Communists are internationalists. Everywhere we strive 
for the closest unity and agreement of working class and 
progressive parties of all countries. We oppose every mani¬ 
festation of national sectionalism. It is an internationalist 
duty to uphold the principle, ‘One state, one party’. To the 
extent that the European Union becomes a state then that 
necessitates EU-wide trade unions and a Communist Party 
oftheEU. 

The working class must be organised globally. Without a 
global Communist Party, a Communist International, the 
struggle against capital is weakened and lacks coordina¬ 
tion. 

Communists have no interest apart from the working class 
as a whole. They differ only in recognising the importance 
of Marxism as a guide to practice. That theory is no dogma, 
but must be constantly added to and enriched. 

■ Capitalism in its ceaseless search for profit puts the fu¬ 
ture of humanity at risk. Capitalism is synonymous with war, 
pollution, exploitation and crisis. As a global system capital¬ 
ism can only be superseded globally. All forms of national¬ 
ist socialism are reactionary and anti-working class. 

The capitalist class will never willingly allow their wealth 
and power to be taken away by a parliamentary vote. They 
will resist using every means at their disposal. Communists 
favour using parliament and winning the biggest possible 
working class representation. But workers must be readied 
to make revolution - peacefully if we can, forcibly if we 
must 

■ Communists fight for extreme democracy in all spheres 
of society. Democracy must be given a social content. 

■ We will use the most militant methods objective circum¬ 
stances allow to achieve a federal republic of England, 
Scotland and Wales, a united, federal Ireland and a United 
States of Europe. 

■ Communists favour industrial unions. Bureaucracy and 
class compromise must be fought and the trade unions trans¬ 
formed into schools for communism. 

■ Communists are champions of the oppressed. Women’s 
oppression, combating racism and chauvinism, and the strug¬ 
gle for peace and ecological sustainability are just as much 
working class questions as pay, trade union rights and de¬ 
mands for high-quality health, housing and education. 

Socialism represents victory in the battle for democracy. 
It is the rule of the working class. Socialism is either demo¬ 
cratic or, as with Stalin’s Soviet Union, it turns into its oppo¬ 
site. 

Socialism is the first stage of the worldwide transition to 
communism - a system which knows neither wars, exploita¬ 
tion, money, classes, states nor nations. Communism is gen¬ 
eral freedom and the real beginning of human history. 

[All who accept these principles are urged to join the Com¬ 
munist Party. 
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D-Day: celebrating 
ruling class 
victories, not 
working class 
gains 



Imperialist commemoration 



Fighting for Uncle Sam 

T he commemoration of the 60th 
anniversary of D-Day - the US, 
British and ‘free French’ re-inva¬ 
sion of F ranee on June 6 1944 - is 
a celebration of what, very unlike Bush’s 
Iraq war today, was a genuinely popular 
war among the masses of Europe. 

But for all that, and the myths of ‘anti¬ 
fascism’ and the fight for ‘liberation’ that 
surround D-Day in particular and World 
War II in general, what this war has in 
common with less popular wars waged 
before and since is that in reality (as op¬ 
posed to in bourgeois and reformist 
mythology) it was waged for imperialist 
exploitation and piracy. That is notwith¬ 
standing the very real, massive demo¬ 
cratic questions that were posed, 
particularly in Europe under Nazi occu¬ 
pation. 

The Anglo-American armed forces 
were not fighting to ‘liberate’ the victims 
of Nazism, but rather to secure their own 
imperialist interests and ‘right’ to plun¬ 
der the world and oppress its peoples. 
The liberatory by-products of Hitler’s 
defeat that came about in Europe were 
more to do with the collapse and discred¬ 
iting of Hitler’s specific barbaric ‘solu¬ 
tion’ to the problems of capitalism in 
Germany; they did not result from the 
supposedly progressive nature of US 
and British capitalism. The reinstate¬ 
ment of formal democracy that occurred 
in France and other European countries 
went hand in hand with the restoration 
of Britain’s and France’s far-flung colo¬ 
nial empires to the ‘mother’ countries, co¬ 
lonial possessions where in many cases 
barbaric acts of oppression quite com¬ 
parable to those of Nazi Germany took 
place unseen by most in the advanced 
‘democracies’. 

Then, of course, there was the rise to 
world prominence of the United States, 
which quickly took under its wing many 
of the most useful elements of Hitler’s 
Nazi elite. Killers and torturers were, for 
example, shipped off to Latin America, 
where they in many cases trained the 
kind of people who would later run mur¬ 
derous death squads all over that conti¬ 
nent for the benefit of the US, which was 
conducting its own version of Hitler’s 


crusade against Bolshevism and com¬ 
munism. 

Similarly Nazi missile experts were 
brought to America, and the weapons 
research originally intended to help Ger¬ 
many achieve world dominance went 
instead to the cause of US world domi¬ 
nance. 

For probably the majority of people on 
the planet, in the colonial and undevel¬ 
oped world, the outcome of World War 
II made little difference to their lives. In 
the advanced capitalist countries of 
France, Italy, Spain, etc, the ruling classes, 
fearing working class struggles in their 
own countries, had increasingly turned 
to fascism as a means to crush their own 
working class and above all as a bulwark 
against communism and socialism. Pro- 
Nazi and pro-fascist tendencies also ex¬ 
erted real influence in the ruling classes 
of Britain and America; even Churchill, 
the hero of British nationalism’s ‘anti¬ 
fascist’ mythology, made pre-war 
speeches praising Mussolini for having 
provided an “antidote” to the “bestial 
passions of Bolshevism”. The subse¬ 
quent war between them was not about 
antipathy to fascism, but rather about 
which gang of bandits got to rob and 
plunder the bulk of the world’s op¬ 
pressed. 

Thus for communists and socialists, 
while recognising that there were real F 
democratic questions posed for the 
masses in Europe in World War II, in the 
interests of the world working class, 
there could be no lesser-evilism between 
the Anglo-US-‘free French’ allies and 
the Rome-Berlin-Tokyo axis powers. 
Support for one’s own ruling class by 
the Labour and ‘official communist’ 
movements of that time was the same 
kind of class treachery that the socialist 
parties of the Second International had 
originally succumbed to in 1914, when 
they voted for the war credits of their own 
ruling classes on both sides of World 
War I. 

The main difference between the two 
world wars was the existence of the So¬ 
viet Union in the second. As a society 
where capitalism had been overthrown 
by the working class in 1917, it had since ^ 


undergone a profound degeneration. 
Not a trace remained of any of the organs 
of working class power - workers’, peas¬ 
ants’ and soldiers’ councils (soviets) - 
that had been the driving force of the 
1917 revolution, and had so terrified the 
capitalist ruling classes of the entire 
world. The isolation of the revolution 
sealed its fate, and created an anomalous 
form of society in which capitalism had 
been uprooted, a state-organised 
economy had been created, but society 
was dominated from top to bottom by 
an historically unviable social elite, 
whose existence was based on a brutal, 
but ultimately unstable form of politically 
organised exploitation of the working 
class and peasantry. 

The Soviet bureaucracy justified its 
existence by reference to ‘socialism’, but 
in fact it had reduced Russia from a bea¬ 
con of hope for the workers into a soci¬ 
ety so horrendously dysfunctional and 
pathologically oppressive that large sec¬ 
tions of the population, particularly in the 
oppressed nations on the fringes of the 
USSR, initially saw Hitler’s armies as 
potential liberators. 

In reality, Russia was regarded by the 
Nazis as a provider of raw material. Ger¬ 
man imperialism thirsted at the prospect 
of reducing the former Russian empire 


to the status of a giant slave colony. And, 
indeed, it nearly succeeded. Probably 
only the hubris of the Nazi leader, in 
embarking on his eastern campaign be¬ 
fore he had completed the defeat of his 
imperialist rivals in Europe, particularly 
Britain, and thus depriving the United 
States of a foothold in Europe, pre¬ 
vented him from eventually conquering 
Russia and establishing a massive Ger¬ 
man empire stretching from the Atlantic 
to the Urals and beyond. 

It was of course the Soviet peoples 
and armies that played probably the 
major role in defeating Hitler’s forces on 
the eastern front, with many millions of 
casualties. The USSR had undergone its 
major industrialisation, accompanied by 
the expropriation of the landholding 
peasantry and a terror-fuelled exploita¬ 
tion of the working class, from 1929 on¬ 
wards. This had created a fairly crude 
and technologically backward, but in 
some ways quite powerful infrastructure, 
which was to serve the USSR well after 
Hitler’s invasion of 1941. 

The sheer barbarism of Hitler’s invad¬ 
ing forces, which basically treated the in¬ 
digenous population of the USSR as 
lower forms of life and fodder for slav¬ 
ery, and in particular simply sought to 
exterminate the Jewish population 
wholesale, produced a ferocious will to 
struggle on behalf of the Soviet peoples. 
It was this, together with the economy 
that Stalinism had created, and a certain 
degree of help from the Allied imperial¬ 
ists, which enabled the USSR to inflict 
major defensive blows against the Nazi 
invaders, and thus gave the US and Brit¬ 
ain the chance to carry out the D-day 
invasion. 

One does not have to labour under the 
illusions of Stalinism that the USSR rep¬ 
resented some form of ‘socialism’, nor 
under the Trotskyist variant of this illu¬ 
sion that Stalin’s regime represented 
some form of working class rule (albeit 
in a severely degenerated form), to rec¬ 
ognise that in some ways, albeit with 
many complexities around the fringes, the 
war on the eastern front represented a 
titanic struggle of a people threatened 
with slavery and colonisation on the 
model of India or Africa, against that fate. 
In contrast to the populations of the 
USSR and indeed Poland and other east 
European nations, the population of the 
western, imperialist countries occupied 
by Hitler were treated with relative kid 
gloves. 

With the principal exception of the 


Jewish people of course, who for rea¬ 
sons that were actually irrational from 
the standpoint of German imperialism 
itself, were defined as racial enemies to 
be simply wiped out. 

The other advanced European states 
were regarded, as befitting the imperial¬ 
ist nature and ideology of the Nazis, as 
fellow imperialist nations and allies 
against the colonised and enslaved, 
even if they were going to have to play 
second fiddle to German imperialism in 
the Nazi ‘new order’. 

Thus in fact Hitler’s plans for France, 
and indeed Britain, were not that differ¬ 
ent in essence to what was subsequently 
done to Germany under American tute¬ 
lage after Hitler’s defeat: a purge, reori¬ 
entation and reorganisation, and 
incorporation as a junior member of the 
dominant partner’s new international 
network of alliances. 

It does not take a great deal of histori¬ 
cal acumen to see the difference between 
these two, distinct elements of World 
War II: the liberatory war being waged 
by the Soviet peoples in particular 
against slavery, colonisation and plun¬ 
der; and the war of the British and French 
imperialists for the preservation and res¬ 
toration of their colonial empires and, on 
the part of the United States, for a new 
post-war imperialist ‘American century’. 
For the international working class, the 
latter imperialist component was abso¬ 
lutely not supportable in any way. In¬ 
deed, the victory of the imperialist 
element of the World War II alliance led 
straight to the confrontation of the cold 
war, with the western powers themselves 
seeking to initiate the same kind of con¬ 
frontation with the USSR and the colo¬ 
nial peoples, this time with nuclear 
weapons. 

For all the anti-colonial and anti-impe¬ 
rialist struggles that have erupted since, 
and indeed in world politics in general, 
one thing is clear. The outcome of World 
War II was merely the replacement of 
Nazi German by ‘democratic’ US imperi¬ 
alism as an even more powerful interna¬ 
tional force for the preservation of 
capitalism - and using methods that 
threatened, and still threaten, the sur¬ 
vival of humanity itself. 

That victory was no victory for the 
working class, and this understanding 
should govern our attitude to the D-day 
celebrations organised by the ruling 
classes. They are celebrating their own 
victories, not ours. 

Ian Donovan 


Subscribe! 


Name 


Address 


Subscription £ 
Donation £ 


€ 

€ 



6m 

lyr 

Inst. 

UK 

£15/€24 

£30/€48 

£53/€85 

Europe 

£20/€32 

£40/€64 

£70/€112 

Rest of 

world £40/€64 

£80/€128 £140/€224 


Town/city. 
Postcode. 
Email_ 


Telephone. 


Date 


Special offer for new subscribers 

3 months for £5 


Send a cheque or postal order 
payable to ‘Weekly Worker’ to: 
Weekly Worker, BCM Box 928, 
London WC1N 3XX, United Kingdom 
































